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ABSTRACT 
High stakes testing and accountability has become a hotly debated topic among 
politicians and educators since the bipartisan passing of the No Child Left Behind 
(NCLB) Act in 2002. With the goal of having all students reading at or above grade level 
by the end of the 2013-2014 school year Reading First was developed as part of NCLB, 
to provide schools and teachers with scientific research-based reading instruction. 
More than districts or schools, it is the classroom teacher that bears the ultimate 
responsibility for increasing reading performance. Effective teachers of reading must 
face the demands and challenges of NCLB while meeting the individual needs of the 
students in the classroom. A theoretical framework for reading methodologies is 
presented that reflects phonics/skills, whole language, and balanced literacy methods, as 
well as the characteristics of effective reading teachers. 
The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship among teacher, 
student, and school characteristics, theoretical orientation to reading, attitudes toward 
high stakes testing, and reading performance of K-6 students. The study examines 
teacher perspectives of theoretical beliefs about reading instruction and teacher beliefs 
about high stakes testing. 
In this study, an exploratory (comparative) and explanatory (correlational) online 
survey was conducted with one specific descriptive purpose, five exploratory purposes 
and two explanatory purposes. A simple random sample of 10,000 K-6 public school 
teachers were invited to participate in the study resulting in a final data producing sample 
of 102 (1.02% response rate). Data analysis involved descriptive statistics, exploratory 
factor analysis, independent t tests, Chi Squares tests, and hierarchical multiple regression 
analysis. 
Exploratory factor analysis resulted in modification of two reliable and valid 
scales: The modified 18 -Item Theoretical Orientation to Reading Scale and subscales 
and the modified 36 -Item Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing Scale and subscales. In 
this study, (skills and phonics), student characteristic (ese), and school characteristic 
(urban) explained 19.6% to 24.8% of the variance in attitudes toward high stakes testing. 
In this study, 70.4% to 81.0% of the variance in reading performance was explained by 
school characteristics (school grade, Title I, non-high stakes testing, Reading First), 
attitudes toward high stakes testing (school climate, impact on mode of instruction, 
impact on content, and pressure on teachers), student characteristics (non Hispanic, 
Hispanic, American Indian race, black race, and white race), and teacher demographics 
(non-ESOL certification and non-reading certification). There are fewer white students, a 
greater number of Hispanic, LEPJESOL, and ESE student, and lower reading 
performance in Title I schools. Teachers' theoretical beliefs in an age of accountability 
need to be examined to see if teachers have become apathetic about reading instruction or 
if they have strong philosophical beliefs which impact reading achievement, as effective 
teachers of reading are flexible in meeting the needs of all of their students. Additional 
variables to incorporate into the present model and test in additional studies to further 
explain reading performance include student motivation, ability, parent involvement, 
tutoring, and teacher professional development. 
Some implications are that teachers at Title I schools have had the content of their 
instruction impacted as a result of state mandated testing and teachers are feeling pressure 
associated with high stakes testing which is having a negative impact on school climate. 
Teachers need to be highly trained, skilled, and flexible in their approach at delivering 
reading instruction to meet the diverse needs of all of their students, especially in urban 
school settings. 
Reading First schools in this study did not score as high as non-Reading First 
schools on reading performance. Teachers in Reading First schools favored a more 
phonics approach to reading instruction. Schools with more BlacMAfrican American 
students that were Title I and Reading First had a higher incidence of not making 
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP). Teachers at schools not making AYP had more 
negative feelings toward high stakes testing. The instruction at Reading First schools 
needs to be examined to ensure it is meeting the needs of diverse students and to 
guarantee its effectiveness in helping schools make AYP. The sanctions being imposed 
on schools not meeting AYP should be examined for their effectiveness in creating a 
positive work environment where teachers and students can thrive. 
This study found that there were more ESOL students in schools involved in high 
stakes testing and yet there were fewer teachers in schools involved in high stakes testing 
with their ESOL certificatiodendorsement. Teachers with reading certification/ 
endorsement had a whole language orientation toward reading while teachers without had 
a more phonics orientation toward reading. Teachers without ESOL 
certificatiodendorsement favored a whole language orientation toward reading while 
teachers with ESOL certificatiodendorsement experienced more pressure associated with 
state mandated assessments. The content of reading certificatiodendorsement and ESOL 
certificatiodendorsement subject area tests needs to be evaluated. 
vii 
This study also found that teachers with ESE students had negative attitudes 
toward state mandated testing and found the state test was of little value. Teachers of 
ESE students indicated greater pressure for their students to achieve on state mandated 
assessments. Teachers need to learn more strategies to use to ensure the academic success 
of ESE students and the differing types of ESE student disabilities should be taken into 
account when setting standards for the passing of state mandated tests. 
Finally, student race was found to impact pressure on teachers, school climate, 
impact on content, and impact on mode of instruction. Procedures for ensuring that 
teachers have the proper qualifications for meeting the diversity needs of their students 
need to be investigated. Students of diversity should be given more high quality tutoring, 
aftercare, and preschool opportunities for additional instruction support. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 
Introduction and Background to the Problem 
The concept of testing students began in 1900 with the creation of the College 
Entrance Examination Board (Ravitch, 2006). Testing has been used over the years to: 
determine entrance into educational institutions, measure intelligence, identify and 
remediate students, support a lack of educational equity across schools, to evaluate 
programs, and most recently to hold districts and schools accountable for student 
achievement (Ravitch, 2006; Ravitch, 2002; Barry, 1998). "Accountability through 
testing, for students, teachers, and administrators, is the key leverage point for policy 
makers seeking to promote educational reform" (Hoffman, Assaf, & Paris, 2001, 
Beginning section, para. 1). "No Child Left Behind (NCLB) - the sweeping federal law 
that requires all schools that receive federal Title 1 dollars to be held strictly accountable 
for student outcomes-is the most discussed education reform effort in the past half 
century" (Porter Magee, 2004, Abstract section, para. I). The intent of NCLB is to 
increase the academic achievement of all students and to close the achievement gap of 
low income students and students of color by the 2013-2014 academic school years. To 
ensure that states and districts are moving toward this goal, students must be tested 
annually in grades 3-8 in reading and math and once in high school. States must report 
scores by subgroups that include minorities (racial and ethnic), non-English speakers, 
low-income students, and students with physical and learning disabilities (Peterson, 
2005). These tests are used to impose consequences on schools, teachers, and students 
that are not showing improved student achievement for all students (Afflerbach, 2005; 
McCloskey & Munn, 2000). 
As part of the NCLB Act, Reading First was implemented to provide funding to 
states, districts, and schools to implement scientifically research-based reading 
instruction and adopt scientifically research-based reading materials for students in 
grades K-3 (Davenport & Jones, 2005). The goal of Reading First is to guarantee that all 
children are reading at or above grade level by the end of third grade. Reading First is 
grounded in the research from the National Reading Panel (NRP) report that emphasizes 
the areas of phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension (U.S. 
Department of Education, 2004; Stewart, 2004). The report itself has come under a great 
deal of criticism and one NRP committee member has been outspoken about the NRP 
report. Joanne Yatvin (2002) expressed concerns with the selection of the NRP 
committee members. As a committee member herself, she also had concerns that the 
NRP committee chose only to make a skills-based approach to reading its model for 
investigation. By focusing only on a skills based model of reading, the committee 
ignored research that supported both a holistic constructivist model and a decoding model 
of reading instruction (Yatvin, 2002). Research by Wharton-McDonald, Pressley, and 
Hampston (1998), Pressley, Rankin, and Yokoi (1996), and Pressley, Yokoi, Rankin, 
Wharton-McDonald, and Mistretta (1997) found that the most effective teachers were 
able to balance both skills and holistic instruction to increase reading performance. 
In this present study, the aim was to conduct an exploratory (comparative) and 
explanatory (correlational) online survey research study to examine the relationships 
among teacher, student, and school characteristics, theoretical orientation to reading, 
attitudes toward high stakes testing, and reading performance of K-6 students to add to 
the greater body of knowledge contributing to NCLB, Reading First, and student reading 
performance. 
Purpose 
The overall purpose of this exploratory (comparative) and explanatory 
(correlational) online survey research study was to examine the relationships among 
teacher, student, and school characteristics, theoretical orientation to reading, attitudes 
toward high stakes testing, and reading performance of K-6 students. There was one 
specific descriptive purpose, five exploratory purposes and two explanatory purposes of 
this study: 
1. The descriptive purpose was to describe demographic and work profiles of K-6 
teachers, characteristics of their schools and students, theoretical orientation to 
reading, attitudes toward high stakes testing, and reading performance. 
2. An exploratory (comparative) purpose was to determine whether there were 
differences in demographic and work profiles of K-6 teachers, characteristics of 
their schools and students, theoretical orientation to reading, attitudes toward high 
stakes testing, and reading performance according to high stakes versus low 
stakes schools. 
3. An exploratory (comparative) purpose was to determine whether there were 
differences in demographic and work profiles of K-6 teachers, characteristics of 
thiir schools and students, theoretical orientation to reading, attitudes toward high 
stakes testing, and reading performance according to schools making AYP vs. 
schools that are not. 
4. An exploratory (comparative) purpose was to determine whether there were 
differences in demographic and work profiles of K-6 teachers, characteristics of 
their schools and students, theoretical orientation to reading, attitudes toward high 
stakes testing, and reading performance according to Title 1 vs. non-Title 1 
schools. 
5. An exploratory (comparative) purpose was to determine whether there were 
differences in theoretical orientation to reading, attitudes toward high stakes 
testing, and reading performance according to reading certification/endorsement 
and English as a Second Language (ESOL) certification/endorsement of K-6 
teachers. 
6. An exploratory (comparative) purpose was to determine whether there were 
differences in theoretical orientation to reading, attitudes toward high stakes 
testing, and reading performance according to Reading First and Non-Reading 
First schools. 
7. An explanatory (correlational) purpose was to explain relationships among 
demographic and work profiles of K-6 teachers, characteristics of their schools 
and students, theoretical orientation to reading, and attitudes toward high stakes 
testing. 
8. An explanatory (correlational) purpose was to explain relationships among 
demographic and work profiles of K-6 teachers, characteristics of their schools 
and students, theoretical orientation to reading, attitudes toward high stakes 
testing and reading performance. 
Definition of Terms 
Demographic and Work Profiles of K-6 Teachers 
Theoretical Definition 
Demographic profile, as defined by the U.S. Census Bureau, "includes tables that 
provide various demographic, social, economic, and housing characteristics for the US.,  
regions, divisions, states, counties, minor civil divisions in selected states, places, 
metropolitan areas, American Indian and Alaska Native areas, Hawaiian home lands and 
congressional districts" (US. Census Bureau, 2002, Demographic Profiles section, para. 
1). Work or occupational profiles are defined as "all the details, from duties, working 
conditions, salaries and advancement opportunities to personal characteristics and 
educational qualifications" (Alberta Learning Information Serve, 2007, Occupational 
section, para. 2). 
Operational Definition 
In this study, the Demographic Profile developed by the researcher, measured 
gender, race, ethnicity, age, highest educational degree, and the teacher education 
program leading to elementary certification. The Work Profile measured job title, grade 
level taught, years of teaching experience, and if the teacher was teaching at a grade level 
that participates in state-mandated testing. (See Appendix A, Part 1, Survey). 
Characteristics of their Schools and Students 
Theoretical Definition 
School characteristics "considered were school size and location, and composition 
of the student body and of the teaching staff' (US. Department of Education, 2006, 
Executive Summary, para. 1). Student characteristics are considered "gender, 
racelethicity, disability status, and identification as an English language learner" (U.S. 
Department of Education, 2006, Executive Summary, para. 1). 
Operational Definition 
In this study, Characteristics of Schools measured whether the school was 
involved in high stakes testing, whether it was a Title 1 school, whether it was a school in 
need of improvement, whether it was making adequate yearly progress, and whether it 
was urban, suburban, or rural, and school grade. Characteristics of Students were 
measured by gender, race, ethnicity, and educational categories of Limited English 
Proficiency and special education (see Appendix A, Part 2, Survey). 
Theoretical Orientation to Reading 
Theoretical Defnition 
"Teachers will develop personal definitions of reading that fall on a continuum. 
The continuum runs between a strong emphasis on phonics and the recognition of words 
to an emphasis on literature and writing as one way to learn about words and letterlsound 
patterns7' (Wiseman, 2001, p. 3). 
Operational Definition 
Theoretical Orientation to Reading was measured by the Theoretical Orientation 
to Reading Profile (TORP), developed by DeFord (1985). This 28-item scale has three 
subscales measuring teachers' beliefs and practices of Phonics, Skills, and Whole 
Language (DeFord, 1985, pp. 355-356). In this study, the Theoretical Orientation to 
Reading Profile (TORP) "reflected beliefs and practices outlined in the various basal 
series representing each of the orientations of Phonics, Skills, and Whole Language" 
(DeFord, 1985, p. 354). Phonics emphasized "smaller than word level language units, 
with gradual movements toward word units and attention to comprehension" (DeFord, 
1985, p. 353). Skills emphasized "building an adequate site word vocabulary for the 
children to use in reading" (DeFord, 1985, p. 353). Vocabulary items were presented in 
the context of texts that were generated for the purpose of vocabulary instruction. Word 
attack skills were taught in a hierarchical sequence (DeFord, 1985). Whole Language 
was "both a professional movement and a theoretical perspective." "Whole language 
teachers believe that all language systems are interwoven, they avoid the segmentation of 
language into component parts for specific skill instruction. The use of strategies taught 
in meaningful contexts is emphasized" (Harris & Hodges, 1995, pp. 279-280). (See 
Appendix A, Part 3, Survey). 
Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing 
Theoretical Definition 
Attitude is defined as "the individual's prevailing tendency to respond favorably or 
unfavorably to an object (person or group of people, institutions or events). Attitudes can 
be positive (values) or negative (prejudice)" (Souza Barros & Elia, 1998, section 11, para. 
2). High Stakes Testing is defmed as using tests "with highly consequential outcomes for 
students, teachers, and schools" (Afflerbach, 2005, Executive Summary, para. 1). 
Operational Definition 
Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing was measured by a 54-item Teacher Survey 
on the Impact of State-Mandated Testing Programs (Pedulla et al., 2003). This study 
used four of the subscales: pressure on teachers, school climate, perceived value of the 
state test, and impact on the content and mode of instruction. Pressure on Teachers was 
defined as, "pressures from administrators and parents to improve test scores, pressure to 
limit teaching to what is tested and to change teaching methods in ways that are not 
beneficial, and teachers' discontent with their profession" (Pedulla et al., 2003, section 11, 
para. 1). School Climate was defined as "teacher expectations for students, student 
morale, how conducive the climate was to learning, student motivation, and testing 
pressure on students" (Pedulla et al., 2003, section I, para. 1). Perceived Values of the 
State Test was defined as "inferences that can be made from the test about quality of 
instruction, student learning, school effectiveness, the differences among various groups, 
the adequacy and appropriateness of media coverage of test results; and the costlbenefit 
ratio of the testing program" (Pedulla et al., 2003, section IV, para. 1). Impact on the 
Content and Mode of Instruction was defined as "changes in the amount of time spent on 
a variety of activities and with the influence of the testing program on pedagogical 
practices and instructional emphasis" (Pedulla et al., 2003, section V, para. 1). (See 
Appendix A, Part 4, Survey). 
Reading Performance 
Theoretical Definition 
Reading Performance is measured as the "percentage of students performing at or 
above Basic and at or above Proficient, by grade" (U.S. Department of Education, 2007, 
Reading Performance section, para 1). 
Operational Definition 
In this study, Reading Performance was the percentage of students in the 
teacher's class that passed the most recent state-mandated test. (See Appendix A, Part 2, 
Survey). 
Justification 
The search for one best method of reading instruction has resulted in research that 
focuses on effective teachers of reading. Effective teachers of reading deliver balanced 
reading instruction tailored to meet the individual needs of the students in the classroom. 
Currently the federal government is impacting reading instruction through Reading First. 
Reading First is based on the findings of the NRP report, which has come under f ~ e  for 
not being balanced in its presentation of reading models. Therefore, as consequences are 
imposed on districts, teachers, and students for increased reading performance on state- 
mandated tests, it is important to explore relationships among teacher, student, and school 
characteristics, theoretical orientation to reading, attitudes toward high stakes testing, and 
reading performance of K-6 students. 
This exploratory (comparative) and explanatory (correlational) online survey 
research study is justified considering its significance in the areas of teacher, student, and 
school characteristics, theoretical orientation to reading, attitudes toward high stakes 
testing, and reading performance of K-6 students. The study is further justified in that it 
was researchable and the design was feasible. The cost involved in the survey process 
was minimal and the turn around time for the survey was reasonable. Every effort was 
made to preserve the rights of the online survey participants through the use of ethical 
procedures. Due to the online survey method that was used, the personnel needed to 
administer the survey were minimal, as well. 
The relationship among teacher, student, and school characteristics, theoretical 
orientation to reading, attitudes toward high stakes testing, and reading performance of 
K-6 students was identified because finding correlations among these variables will assist 
in making future predictions about them. Additionally, if a correlation was found, the 
study would lend itself to future experimental studies that may investigate causal 
influences for the correlations and possible funding for such studies. The study is 
significant because it addresses the NCLB Act and its impact on schools, teachers, 
students, reading instruction, and reading performance. It is a topic of debate in both the 
political and educational arenas. 
Delimitations and Scope 
The participants for this on-line study were elementary teachers of grades K-6, 
teaching in public schools. They were 21 years of age and over, with at least one full 
year of teaching experience. 
Chapter I of this study has provided an introduction and background to the 
problem, purpose of the study, theoretical and operational definitions of the variables, 
justification of the study, and its delimitations. Chapter I1 provides a critical analysis of 
the theoretical and empirical literature about theoretical orientation to reading, attitudes 
toward high stakes testing, and reading performance. Chapter 11 also presents the 
theoretical framework for the study, research questions, and hypotheses; and, it will 
conclude with the hypothesized model tested in this study. Chapter I11 includes the 
research design, population and sampling plan, instrumentation, procedures, and methods 
of data analysis. The fmdings from the study are presented in Chapter IV. The 
interpretation of the results, conclusions, implications and limitations, and 
recommendations for additional research are presented in Chapter V. 
CHAPTER I1 
LITERATURE REVIEW, THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK, 
RESEARCH QUESTIONS, AND HYPOTHESES 
Review of the Literature 
Accountability 
History of Accountability 
In the late 1800s, colleges found that enrolling students were not adequately 
prepared to take the level of courses being offered at the universities. Each college had 
its own entrance requirements making it difficult for high schools to adequately prepare 
students for admission. As a result, the College Entrance Examination Board was created 
in 1900, which would create uniform curriculum standards and entrance examinations. 
These examinations focused on measuring what students had learned (Ravitch, 2006). 
In an effort to transform education into an exact science, Edward Thorndike and 
other psychologists turned to group administered intelligence testing. This testing was 
administered to determine if students were capable of learning. Testing was considered 
an efficient way of identifying and remediating students. The multiple-choice tests from 
the 1920s were cost effective and made large scale testing feasible. In order to stifle 
criticisms that the College Entrance Examination Board's tests were now outdated, the 
College Board created the Scholastic Aptitude Test. This Progressive education 
movement in the 1930s and 1940s was intending to enhance the field of education. With 
this movement came a shift from examinations that were created and graded by teachers 
to exams that were objective and multiple-choice. The College Board no longer 
determined standards for students but instead became a testing institution. Also prevalent 
in the 1930s and 1940s was the concept of social promotion, which advocated promoting 
students regardless of how they score on tests (Ravitch, 2006; Ravitch, 2002; Pearson, 
Vyas, Sensale, & Kim, 2001; Bany, 1998). Although testing became prevalent in 
schools during the thirties and forties, students and teachers were not held accountable for 
poor scores. In the 50s and 60s educational tests were used to support a lack of equity in 
education across schools. Federal funding was given to schools in 1965 through the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA). Students who were at risk of failing 
academically were to receive supplemental academic services and additional resources. 
Those schools that had students who qualified for what was known as Chapter I were 
required to test their students as a way of evaluating their Chapter I programs (Duran, 
2005). In the 1970s, testing was used as a way of driving educational policy (Bany, 
1998). 
The accountability movement began in the 1980s. With the release of A Nation at 
Risk, a report that criticized the American education system, public attention shifted 
toward accountability. In 1989, President George Bush held a National Summit with the 
intent of promoting a common educational program. By 1994, states were required to 
measure student performance because of changes made to the Improving America's 
Schools Act (IASA). States were required to test students a minimum of once in grades 
3-5, in grades 6-9, and also in high school. Title I schools were required to make 
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP). President Bill Clinton followed up by passing 
legislation through Congress, known as Goals 2000, which gave states money for 
creating standards and testing. Most recently, NCLB was legislation passed through 
Congress by President George W. Bush that now holds states, districts, and schools 
accountable for student achievement. With the passing of the NCLB legislation, also 
came the requirement that all schools, whether Title I or Non-Title I, be held accountable 
for the same performance standards. This meant that all schools would have to meet 
AYP (Ravitch, 2006; Duran, 2005; Linn, 2003). 
Models of Accountability 
In order to hold states accountable for student achievement, states are now 
required to create standards and assessments in the areas of reading, math, and science 
under NCLB. Schools must make Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) as determined by 
each state. Sanctions and consequences are imposed on schools that do not make AYP. 
When schools fail to make AYP for two years in a row, parents have the right to select a 
school within the district, public or charter, as an alternative site for their children to 
attend, thus giving parents more options. If a school fails to meet AYP for three years in 
a row, parents may be given both public school choice and funding for supplemental 
educational services such as tutoring. If a fourth consecutive year of failing to meet AYP 
should happen, the school district would be required to restructure the school's 
I governance system. States are required to report this data before the beginning of each 
school year. Schools are graded through a report card system that reports student 
achievement data and history for the past two school years (Marshall, 2006; Duran, 2005; 
Stallings, 2002). According to Wright (2009), schools that do not meet AYP result in 
broken faculties, demoted administrators, and disheartened communities. 
An additional accountability piece under NCLB was that all teachers needed to be 
highly qualified in their core academic subject areas by the end of the 2005-2006 school 
year. States could develop their own criteria for what it means to be highly qualified as 
long as they included that new teachers have a bachelor's degree, demonstrate 
competency in their content areas and pass a state examination to demonstrate knowledge 
and skill. Experienced teachers could either meet the requirements for new teachers or 
could demonstrate competency according to state developed criteria (Simpson, LaCava, 
& Graner, 2004). 
Bean (2004) posits that teachers have difficulty in differentiating instruction for 
their diverse student populations. She suggested that professional development, which 
incorporates a coaching model, be provided to teachers. The coaching model makes 
professional development job embedded and relevant for teachers. The issue that then 
arises is what are the qualifications of the reading coach and are they able to handle the 
responsibilities required of them to do the job. Pearson (2003) also posits that because 
children today are so diverse, teachers must have a deep knowledge of reading and 
children in order to provide the most effective instruction. 
Impact on Educational Systems 
While George W. Bush was Governor of Texas, he supported reform efforts that 
called for a return to basics with a focus on accountability and testing. This reform effort 
was implemented at the national level when George W. Bush became president, through 
his NCLB legislation (Davenport & Jones, 2005). Reading First is a grant provided to 
states as part of NCLB that requires that "teachers' classroom instruction decisions must 
be informed by scientifically based reading research" (Davenport & Jones, 2005, Literacy 
Policy Debate section, para. 21). Reading First requires that all instruction in grades K-3 
be scientifically research based. The instruction should focus on the areas of phonics, 
phonemic awareness, vocabulary, fluency, and comprehension. Reading instruction is to 
be measured by assessments that are both valid and reliable "(U.S. Department of 
Education, 2004; Stewart, 2004; Invernizzi, Landrum, Howell, & Warley, 2005). With 
bipartisan support in the passing of NCLB, the United States government is taking a more 
active role in the delivery of reading instruction and the assessment of reading 
achievement. There is a shift from local control of education systems to a more state and 
federally regulated education system that is standards-based (Reutzel & Mitchell, 2005; 
Allington, 2003; Chatterji, 2002). ). A lot of the NCLB law focuses on literacy, which in 
turn may also impact those who prepare teachers to teach reading, language arts, and 
writing (Zancanella & Noll, 2004). 
Under the NCLB Act, new teachers are required to pass a state certification exam 
and hold a Bachelor's degree. Experienced teachers may become highly qualified 
through a process known as High Objective Uniform State Standard of Evaluation 
(HOUSSE) (Simpson et al., 2004; Porter-Magee, 2004). HOUSSE has resulted in some 
states increasing teacher training to ensure that teachers are highly qualified (Rebel1 & 
Hunter, 2004). This has also led to discussions about teacher training and professional 
development that must be scientifically research-based (Pearson, 2003). Also, in an 
effort to close the achievement gap of children from minority and disadvantaged 
subgroups like low socioeconomic status (SES) groups, "NCLB has established a goal of 
having every student, including those with special needs, be accountable and meet state- 
identified standards by the conclusion of the 2013-2014 school year" (Simpson et al., 
2004, Accountability Through Adequate Yearly Progress section, para. 1). Unfortunately, 
students in low achieving schools are often subject to being taught by teachers who do 
not posses the qualifications or the knowledge needed to be effective. This may result in 
what Dedman (2003) refers to as a teacher gap. For English as a second language 
learners, "Becoming literate in a second language depends on the quality of teaching, 
which is a function of the content coverage, intensity or thoroughness of instruction, 
methods used to support the special language needs of second language learners and to 
build on their strengths, how well learning is monitored, and teacher preparation" 
(August & Shanahan, 2006, Major Findings of the Panel, para. 3). Cartiera (2006) found 
that teacher knowledge is directly correlated to student achievement emphasizing the 
need for highly qualified teachers in all classrooms that can work with all students 
including English language learners. This further illustrates the need for teachers to be 
highly prepared to meet the diverse needs of their students. 
Empirical Studies About Effective Teachers of Reading 
According to Vukelich (2004), a synthesis of research reports found that when 
preparing teachers to teach, subject area knowledge only played a modest role in teacher 
effectiveness, however, the studies focused mostly on math and science. Allington, 
Johnston, and Pollack conducted a study in 2002 that explored the practices of exemplary 
teachers of reading. The study looked at exemplary fourth grade teachers and concluded 
that teachers who are effective are thoughtful in their instruction and they have the 
expertise to design instruction around the needs of their students. 
Results from a study by Guthrie, Schafer, and Huang in 2001 on the effects of 
opportunities to read and balanced literacy instruction on the Maryland National 
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) showed that differences in reading 
engagement and reading achievement were contributed more to teachers than schools. 
Therefore, they conclude that professional development is a leading factor in increasing 
student reading achievement. "Professional development is the catalyst to transforming 
theory into current best teaching practices" (Kent, 2004, Abstract section, para. 1). 
A case study was conducted on four teachers as learners in a professional 
development project known as LEADERS, which focused on primary reading instruction. 
Swan (2003) presented a thorough theoretical framework for her study, which aimed to 
describe the effects of a high quality professional development project on teachers and 
their classrooms. This qualitative research examined a kindergarten, first, second, and 
fourth grade teacher who participated in a summer institute, Saturday workshops, action 
research, and mentoring from a project staff member (Swan, 2003). 
Two methods of data collection were used which included teacher self-reporting 
and researcher documentation through field notes. The data analysis focused on data 
reduction, data display, and conclusion drawing and verification. The results showed that 
three of the four teachers utilized strategies and techniques that they were taught through 
LEADERS within their classrooms (Swan, 2003). 
The degree to which each teacher was transformed as a result of higher learning 
was established through a hierarchy. Level one represented teachers who expanded their 
knowledge base and understanding of reading as a process. Level two was designated for 
teachers who actually changed their classroom instruction as a result of their learning. 
Level three represented teachers who went a step beyond and were reflective about the 
changes they were making. Level four represented teachers who were able to make 
theoretical connections between reading processes, how students responded to those 
processes, and their delivery of classroom instruction. The findings showed that three out 
of the four teachers became responsible for their professional development. These 
teachers believed they were empowered as professionals. The teacher that ranked as a 
one on the hierarchy believed she was pressured by the principal to join the cohort and as 
a result was burned out and unwilling to transfer what she was learning into the 
classroom setting. "The findings.. .show that teachers will respond differently to the 
same experiences based on the decision-making rooted within their personal and 
professional situations and beliefs about teaching and learning" (Swan, 2003, Conclusion 
section, para. 2). The author made recommendations to not just look at teacher quality 
but at the importance of creating professionals who are vested in lifelong learning (Swan, 
2003). 
This case study was an action research project involving a small teacher sample 
who had participated in the LEADERS project. While one may get a sense of the 
performance of these four teachers, in terms of their learning and instruction, it would be 
impossible for this to be generalized to the teaching population. This study used a very 
small sample that was subject to external factors such as their degree of commitment to 
the professional development project. Future study could examine several high quality 
professional development cohorts and quantitatively calculate the effects of their beliefs 
about literacy on classroom instruction. 
Empirical Studies About SES and Reading Achievement 
In a study by Barone (2002), a yearlong multi-case study was conducted which 
focused on the "literacy teaching and learning in two Kindergarten classrooms in a school 
labeled at-risk" (Barone, 2002, Abstract section, para. 1). Fifteen focal children were 
selected for the study that represented ethnic diversity. The school was involved in 
professional development centered around a balanced literacy plan and had written 
several grants for staff development and materials. Observations and interviews were 
conducted and student work samples were collected. The data collected showed that 
these classrooms focused on letter recognition and letter sounds. The majority of 
instructional time was spent learning letters and sounds in isolation rather than in the 
context of meaningful text. Eleven of the fifteen students didn't leave Kindergarten with 
sufficient letter and sound knowledge. The study was limited in that it dealt with two 
classrooms in one school. Future studies need to be done to explore if, despite balanced 
literacy professional development, a teacher's theoretical beliefs about literacy instruction 
impacted student reading performance. 
There are many factors such as student characteristics that need to be taken into 
consideration when examining results of large-scale assessments in determining student 
achievement and school effeciiveness. The Coleman report from 1966 indicates that the 
SES of families accounts for differences in academic achievement. Therefore the results 
of academic achievement tests should be adjusted to compensate for this variable since 
"poor students are far less likely to make it to high performance categories7' (Sicoly, 
2002). 
A study by Hoffman, Assaf, and Paris (2001) looked at the impact of the Texas 
Assessment of Academic Skills (TAAS) on teachers and students. Two hundred surveys 
were gathered from Texas State Reading Association members who found that teachers 
question the validity of the TAAS for ESL and minority students, which make up the 
majority of the student population in Texas public schools. "According to education 
scholars.. .NCLB is specifically harmhl for the children described as "disadvantaged 
students," the same socioeconomic groups that have historically received inferior 
education" (Arce, Luna, Borjian, & Conrad, 2005, Abstract section, para. 3). Children 
from low SES families are the same children who according to Farkas (2000) are lacking 
in skills, self-esteem, willingness to try, and are unable to attend to tasks needed to 
succeed. By the end of first grade, they are already in a cycle of failure. This may in turn 
affect their motivation to read. 
Low SES students' reading achievement can be predicted based on their 
motivation to read, as evidenced by Caldwell and Ginther (1996). Learning Style 
Inventories were used to differentiate low and high achievers in math and reading in a 
linear discriminate analysis. Low motivation was determined to be a critical factor in 
reading achievement of low SES students. 
With student perception in mind, Henk and Melnick (1995) created an instrument 
for assessing how children feel about themselves as readers. The Reader Self-Perception 
Scale (RSPS) can help identify students who may be considered at-risk due to lack of 
confidence in their reading. However, the assessment should not be used with students 
below fourth grade. The strength of this instrument is that it focuses specifically on 
reading achievement. 
Student achievement in reading can also be influenced by student exposure to 
external variables. Student access to shows like Sesame Street and high quality pre- 
school can influence student achievement. In the school setting there are factors to 
consider such as the use of cooperative learning, lower class size, classroom 
management, volunteers, and peer tutoring. Some students also have access to 
professional tutoring (Pressley, 2003). All of these factors can have an influence on 
student reading achievement. 
Preservice teachers have been used as tutors in elementary schools to give the 
preservice teachers practice teaching and to improve student achievement. Cobb (2001) 
conducted a quantitative experimental research study to examine the effects of tutoring 
by preservice teachers in an emergent literacy course on at-risk first, second, and third 
grade students. The study examined if early intervention from pre-service teachers 
encountering students of diverse backgrounds for the first time are effective. The tutorial 
sessions were designed based on a constructivist approach to teaching reading. The first 
grade students outperformed the control group on a vowels subtest and on the total first 
grade reading score. However, the t-test did not show a statistical difference in grades 
two and three. 
Results from an economically disadvantaged elementary school students' summer 
school intervention study by Luftig (2003) also showed significant improvement in the 
f i s t  grade experimental group over the control group upon students' entrance into f i s t  
grade. Students either received summer reading tutoring services from the school district 
or a for-profit group in grades two through four. Both the for-profit groups and school 
district groups showed significant improvement over the control groups in reading 
achievement when assessed on the Gates-McGinitie Reading Test. 
Yoon (2007) conducted a study which compared two teachers of ELL students at 
a middle school in western New York. The teachers and their students participated in 
both formal and informal interviews and classroom observations were conducted. Both 
teachers used the same lesson plans but interacted with their ELL students in different 
ways. The findings showed that teachers play a pivotal role in ELL students' 
participation by being actively responsive to their cultural and social needs. 
Hawes and Plourde (2005) conducted a non-experimental, quantitative study to 
examine the effects of parental involvement on sixth grade reading achievement. The 
purpose of the study was to look for a correlational relationship between parental 
involvement and reading achievement. The independent variable was identified as parent 
involvement and the dependent variable was identified as reading achievement. The 
authors presented a thorough review of the literature regarding parent involvement and its 
impact on student learning. However, in the purpose given for the study the authors 
stated that teachers, parents, and the public are seeing a decline in reading skills but did 
not back up this claim with specific data. The authors gave surveys to both parents and 
students to determine parent participation in their children's schooling. The data from the 
results of the surveys were averaged. The McLeod Reading Comprehension Test 
(MRCT) was used to determine students' reading levels, which were then compared to 
the survey data. 
The independent variables and the dependent variables were compared through 
descriptive statistics. A Pearson Product-Moment Correlation was used to analyze the 
data. The sample was a group of sixth grade students from East Central Washington. 
The sample itself was a convenience sample of 57 students and their parents. An outside 
observer administered the student survey, and the parent survey was sent home. Forty- 
eight of the fifty-seven surveys were returned. The scores from both parent surveys and 
student surveys were averaged to determine the level of parent involvement. The MRCT 
was given in this district to all incoming sixth and seventh grade students (Hawes & 
Plourde, 2005). 
The study did not find a significant correlation between the variables, although a 
slight positive correlation was indicated. The authors discussed the impact of outside 
factors on the results of the study. While much research has focused on the positive 
impacts of parental involvement on children's learning, there is a need for more research 
for middle grade students. Limitations of the study included the use of a convenience 
sample, the self-reporting from parents on the surveys, weak data analysis, and not being 
able to generalize the results. Extraneous variables were not controlled for nor 
incorporated into any explanatory model in the study. The authors made 
recommendations for more studies to be conducted on the impact of parent involvement 
on students in the middle grades (Hawes & Plourde, 2005). 
The internal validity of this study was compromised because the author did not 
account for extraneous variables in the study, have a sufficient sample size, and should 
have done multiple regression analysis. Additionally, the sample was derived fkom a 
convenience method, which further affects the external validity. 
A fifteen-week study, by Powell-Smith, Shinn, Stoner, and Good (2000), 
examined the effects of two parent tutoring reading programs on student reading 
achievement. Two treatment groups and a control group were created through the 
random assignment of 36 student and parent pairs. One treatment group was assigned 
children's literature books while the other used classroom basal reading materials. CBM 
basal passages and TOW reading passages were used as the instruments of measure in 
the study for their established high levels of reliability and validity. The results of the 
control group (comparison group) interrupted time series design showed that neither the 
literature based nor the basal based parent-tutoring program had a significant impact on 
reading achievement. Limitations of the study were the nature of the treatment integrity 
data and the differences in the level of education between the parent groups. 
High Stakes Testing 
History 
Accountability through the use of testing has been prevalent in education since 
national reading assessments were first initiated in the 1970s. The testing of students is 
not new in the field of education. Testing has been required by the federal government as 
a way of determining whether or not schools were meeting outcome targets that were 
attached to federal funding. Schools that could not meet those targets were in jeopardy of 
losing federal Title 1 funding (Allington, 2002; Allington, 2003). The Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1966 was part of President Lyndon B. Johnson's 
Great Society initiative. The purpose of ESEA was to provide additional educational 
support to low performing students. Since its inception, the ESEA has been reauthorized 
several times. The most recent authorization has given rise to NCLB (Marshall, 2006). 
In the past norm referenced tests were used to look at the differences between schools in 
terms of instruction and achievement. With No Child Left Behind, standards-based 
assessments are used to both reward and impose consequences on schools for their 
performance on high stakes tests that may provide unreliable and invalid data (Duran, 
2005). There are many concerns about whether or not the tests that are being used are 
actually measuring their intended variables (Steeves, Hodgson, & Peterson, 2002). 
With the passing of the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act, reading achievement 
has come to the forefront of the nation. NCLB calls for all students to be reading 
proficiently by the end of third grade. NCLB also provides funding for Reading First and 
Early Reading First to states and local education agencies that choose to participate. As a 
result of accepting the funding, states were required to test all students in grades 3-8 in 
math and reading by 2005-2006 and in science by 2007-2008 (Education Commission of 
the States, n.d.; Goertz & Duffy, 2003). NCLB requires all students to take exams and to 
show growth regardless of their circumstances (Baines & Stanley, 2004; Zancanella & 
Noll, 2004). These tests have high consequences attached to them for schools, teachers, 
and students based on how students score (Afflerbach, 2005; McColskey & McMunn, 
2000; Ransom et al. 1999). Low stakes tests would be tests that have no consequences 
attached to the outcome and moderate stakes tests would be those that only report 
outcomes to the public (Abrams et al., 2003). 
Criticisms against the outcomes of high stakes testing are that tests narrow the 
curriculum, especially in high-poverty schools. Teaching to the test may take precedence 
over high quality literacy instruction. The results from an over emphasis on test 
preparation can result in raising test passing rates but may not necessarily create students 
who are skilled readers. High scores on high stakes tests may be contributed to test 
familiarity rather than an understanding of the content knowledge (Valencia & Villarreal, 
2003; McColskey & McMunn, 2000). When some schools use practice tests to prepare 
students for high stakes testing, the result can be "test pollution." Teaching to the test 
and using test prep materials change the validity of the test results (Jones, Jones, Hardin, 
Chapman, et al., 1999). High stakes testing also is problematic in that there is great 
emphasis placed on the results of one test, it takes control away from local agencies, it 
causes a loss of instructional time, and often causes certain students to be targeted for 
special programs (Ransom et al. 1999). Schulman states, "It is dangerous to permit 
highly consequential decisions of policy and practice to rest on the results of any single 
instrument" (Schulman, 2006, p. 1). Also, the emphasis in the era of high stakes testing 
is being placed on the test scores themselves rather than on achievement, resulting in 
what Gunzenhauser calls a "default philosophy of education" (Gunzenhauser, 2003). For 
English as a second language learners, "Any assessment of an English language learner's 
content-area knowledge administered in English may be greatly influenced by the 
student's English language proficiency; testing done in English is first and foremost an 
English language proficiency exam, not necessarily a measure of content knowledge" 
(Menkin, 2000). When tests are administered late in the school year, they satisfy 
accountability requirements, but yield little or no information that can be used to guide 
instruction. This type of assessment is known as high stakesllow yield (Schulman, 2006). 
Supporters of high stakes testing believe that by holding schools, districts, and 
states accountable for student learning, student achievement will increase, the 
achievement gap will lessen, parents will have more choice, and instructional practices 
will be more flexible (Simpson et al., 2004; Arce et al., 2005). Supporters consider 
additional outcomes of NCLB to be standardization of and more attention to curriculum, 
high expectations when it comes to the performance of students and more resources for 
lower performing schools and students (McColskey & McMunn, 2000). 
High Stakes Testing and No Child Left Behind 
NCLB requires states to align assessments with state standards in order to 
compare student growth from year to year. The test is administered once a year to 
students in grades 3-8. The student scores on the tests are used to determine if students 
are making gains in meeting the state standards. The test results are used to make 
decisions about individual student placement, diagnosis, promotion, and graduation. The 
scores are also used to determine the effectiveness of programs, schools, and districts 
(Goertz & Duffy, 2003). 
There are always questions about the validity and reliability of achievement tests. 
Reliability is an index of whether or not a test is consistent over time, forms, and test 
items. Standardized tests use a Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient when 
examining the results from the same test being administered twice to the same students 
within a short period of time. The Pearson Correlation Coefficient is also used to 
measure the extent to which two different tests are testing the same content. To examine 
internal consistency reliability of test items split-half reliability or coefficient alpha is 
used. The limitations to these methods are that they are sample dependent and are hard to 
calculate due to their statistical inaccuracies. A test is considered valid if it actually 
measures what it claims to measure. Concurrent validity is used to examine the 
relationship between two different tests that test the same subject, to determine if there is 
a strong correlation between the two tests (Northwest Evaluation Association, 2004). 
However, "psychometric scientists agree that it is unscientific to use a single test 
performance to make decisions about individuals" (Allington, 2003, Fallibility of Test 
Scores section, para. 4). "The important thing about a test is not its validity in general, 
but its validity when used for a specific purpose" (Ransom et al., 1999, Basic Principles 
for Test Use section, para. 1). Chester (2003) suggested alternatives to the current system 
of testing students once a year as part of NCLB that would use multiple measures in 
testing through "measuring different constructs", "different measures of the same 
construct", "multiple opportunities on the same measure", and "accommodations and 
specific alternate measurement". 
Changes in educational high stakes testing do not seem to be forthcoming; 
therefore, students must be prepared for testing that will not detract from rich learning 
opportunities. Gulek (2003) suggested that teachers not limit their teaching to just the 
content on the test and to use a plethora of assessment approaches and formats, requiring 
teachers to be assessment literate. Also, students can be taught how to reduce test 
anxiety, time management skills, and how to remain motivated (Gulek, 2003). 
Empirical Studies About High Stakes Testing 
McAuliffe (1993) performed an ethnographic study of a high school reading class. 
She compared instructional reading and practice assessment reading and found that the 
students were much more engaged in learning when the tasks were based on authentic 
literacy processes. Thus, McAuliffe concludes that there needs to be more work done to 
make more authentic assessment models for students (McAuliffe, 1993). 
In an attempt to foster a teaching model that was more constructivist and student 
centered, Passman (2001) supported a fifth grade teacher in a large Midwest urban school 
in this approach to instruction. Passman found that the teacher was able to create an 
effective and exciting learning environment for her students. The principal, however, 
asked that teachers teach to the standardized test out of fear of sanctions. The result was 
that the teacher shifted her teaching to a drill and test approach with little student 
interaction (Passman, 2001). This leads one to investigate whether or not high stakes 
assessments are causing teachers to change their instructional practices in the classroom 
to those that may contradict their beliefs and philosophies about how children learn best. 
Further studies need to be implemented to investigate if teachers are teaching in 
opposition to their theoretical beliefs. 
These questions were the subject of a study conducted by Vogler (2002) in which 
a 54- question survey was given to a stratified random sample of teachers responsible for 
teaching at least one section of English, math, or science. Sixty-two percent of the 
teachers returned the survey, 257 in total. The results showed that teachers increased the 
types of questions that they used and the types of activities that they used to align with 
what is tested on the Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment System (MCAS). 
A nationwide survey by Abrams, Pedulla, and Madaus (2003) found that teachers 
perceived pressure to raise test scores by teaching and assessing students in ways that 
align with high stakes tests. This was in opposition to how teachers believed students 
learn best. The state test was found to drive instruction, as opposed to the state standards, 
in both high stakes and low stakes testing environments. Teachers in high stakes testing 
environments also devoted more classroom instructional time to teaching test taking 
skills. The authors suggest that greater emphasis needs to be placed on supporting 
teaching and learning. They believe that this will produce greater change in educational 
improvement than imposing a system of rewards and consequences (Abrams et al, 2003). 
"The Impact of High-Stakes Testing on Teachers and Students in North Carolina" 
was the focus of a study by Jones et al. (1999). Survey participants were elicited from 
certified teachers in 16 elementary schools from five school districts in North Carolina. 
Of the 470 surveys sent out, 236 responded. The results of the survey found that teachers 
spend more time teaching the specific subjects being tested on the state test and spend 
more instructional class time preparing students for the state test. Sixty-one percent of 
teachers believed that students were experiencing more anxiety as a result of the test with 
forty-eight and a half percent indicating a negative impact on students' love of learning. 
Teachers also believed that testing created more stress in their jobs, lowered their morale, 
and did not improve the quality of education at their schools. Slightly more than half of 
the teachers involved in the survey indicated that they would go to another school if their 
current school were labeled low performing (Jones et al., 1999). The study raises the 
question if other teachers throughout the nation believe the same way as those surveyed 
in North Carolina. 
The Testing Practices Instrument (TPI) was developed to measure teachers' 
attitudes toward testing practices, pressure they may feel about testing, and whether 
teachers engaged in testing practices. The sample was comprised of 186 classroom 
teachers in Georgia who were participating in graduate courses. Some of the results from 
the study showed that student characteristics are related to teachers' testing practices. 
Teachers who had students that were younger or had students of lower SES spent more 
time in test preparation and administration (Monsaas & Engelhard, 1994). 
Florida teachers were also surveyed along with administrators about their views 
on accountability. In Florida, students are tested using the Florida Comprehensive 
Achievement Test (FCAT). Over all, administrators cited more positive than negative 
aspects to high stakes testing than the teachers did. In fact, 97% of teachers believed that 
students would learn the same if not more in reading without the FCAT. The 
implications for the study are that there is a discourse between administrators and 
teachers where testing is concerned which can cause tension within the school. The 
authors suggested administrators spend more time in the classrooms to see what teachers 
face on a daily basis, increase communication with teachers, and provide teachers with 
more support (Jones & Egley, 2006). 
Not all reading assessments are at the state level. While politicians call for 
standardized assessments, teachers are calling for assessments that are classroom based 
(Campbell, 2001). Classroom assessments can be effective tools for designing literacy 
instruction. There are several types of assessments used in literacy instruction Running 
records are used in measuring student reading progress in guided reading. The effects of 
running records assessment on early literacy achievement was examined in a study by 
Ross in 2004. The purpose of the study was to utilize a controlled experiment, which 
would look at a sample of schools that use running records as an assessment strategy for 
matching literacy instruction to student needs. The author predicted that students in 
schools that had the running records treatment would have higher reading and writing 
achievement. The dependent variable was a mandated provincial assessment (Ross, 
2004). 
The author provided a thorough background for running records and schools and 
teachers with effective literacy programs. The research design was a quasi-experimental, 
non-equivalent, pre-post design. Thirty-nine running records schools and thirty-four 
action research schools were assigned through randomization. Teachers in the running 
records group were given teacher in-service on administering running records and 
principal support. Teachers in the action research schools were involved in action 
research projects that varied across school sites. The sample was comprised of students 
in grade three within one school district. Scores from the mandated provincial 
assessment were used as the dependent variables. MANCOVA was used to control for 
covariates, collective teacher efficacy and prior achievement. MANCOVA showed no 
significant differences in the two groups in prior achievement in reading or collective 
teacher efficacy. MANCOVA is a high level of statistics resulting in a high level of 
internal validity. The external validity of the study is low as it used a small and non- 
random sample and it would be hard to generalize the results to the greater population. 
However, the author concluded that the use of running records resulted in higher reading 
achievement. Limitations to the study were that variations in principal actions were not 
measured. Ross made recommendations for incorporating school effectiveness research 
and change processes to increase reading achievement in future studies (Ross, 2004). 
Paris and Hoffman (2004) examined studies conducted in the area of assessment 
to see what reading assessments are available to and'are used by teachers, how teachers 
use informal reading assessments for formative and summative purposes, and what 
innovative assessments have been designed by researchers to measure reading. One 
study examined highly effective teachers of at-risk students and surveyed them regarding 
their assessment practices. These K-3 teachers were found to have used teacher-designed 
assessments such as classroom observations, anecdotal notes, informal inventories, and 
work samples to guide their instruction more often than standardized tests. 
Elementary teachers must believe formative assessments are effective in gathering 
data about their students' reading abilities. Campbell (2001) conducted a study that 
asked teachers, through the use of a Reading Assessment Survey, to identify what they 
believed were the most useful reading assessment practices. Using a four point rating 
scale ranging from not effective to highly effective, Campbell found that teachers 
considered all assessments identified on the instrument as being at least moderately 
effective. The assessments that were found to be most highly effective were "concepts 
about print, phonemic awareness assessments, phonics assessments, and rubric-based 
assessments" (Campbell, Results section, para. 1). However, this study did not ask 
teachers to identify what needs to be assessed in terms of student reading achievement. 
A qualitative study was conducted by Jia, Eslami, and Burlbaw (2006) to examine 
the perceptions of ESL teachers regarding classroom-based reading assessments. Seven 
elementary school and six middle school teachers participated in the study. The findings 
showed that ESL classroom teachers highly valued classroom-based assessments but 
perceived state mandated assessments negatively and found them to be of little value for 
their students. 
Rending Methodologies 
Phonics and Skills 
A great deal of political debate revolves around the issue of teaching a phonics 
and skills approach to reading or a more meaning centered approach. Phonics is a 
"bottom up" approach to teaching reading where students decode the meaning of text 
(Reyhner, 2003; Rude11 & Unrau, 2006). A skills approach begins when "students start 
to identify the connections between sounds and symbols, thereby breaking the language 
code" (Davenport & Jones, 2005, Literacy Policy Debate section, para. 3). The phonics or 
skills approach to reading instruction is described by Davenport and Jones (2005) as the 
following: 
The skills approach is often thought of as rote repetition of the alphabet. While 
the emphasis on recognizing and naming letters is an essential part, the skills 
approach has evolved to a whole series of building blocks in which students first 
acquire basic skills and systematically add other tasks. The process begins when 
students start to identify the connections between sounds and symbols, thereby 
breaking the language 'code'. More complex skills and texts are introduced as 
children improve their ability to read and comprehend language. (Literacy Policy 
Debate section, para. 3) 
With the requirements imposed on schools through NCLB that districts use reading 
programs that are phonics based, the role of phonics instruction in reading continues to be 
of social significance. 
The concept of phonics instruction began in the 1790s when phonetically 
organized, word lists were introduced by Noah Webster. In the 1800s, a word method 
was introduced which focused on students memorizing whole words. Since the inception 
of both theories, the controversy over phonics and a whole word approach has remained. 
Studies have shown that no one method is better than the other but there is a strong 
correspondence between letter-sound association and the development of reading and 
writing skills (Morrow & Tracey, 1997). In the 1960s, Jean Chall conducted a study 
where she examined 300 classrooms in three countries. She looked at 20 basal reading 
series and compared phonics to whole word instruction. The conclusions she came to as 
a result of her study were that "systematic teaching of phonics tended to produce better 
word recognition, spelling, vocabulary and comprehension in all children" (Hempenstall, 
1997, Great Debate section, para. 1). According to Groff (1998), it's best when children 
have phonics information that enables them in the decoding of words. 
However, August and Shanahan (2006) report findings from the Report of the 
National Literacy Panel on Language-Minority Children and Youth that indicate English 
as a second language learners can do as well as their English speaking peers at when 
instruction is at the word level but lag behind in their ability to comprehend and write. 
The importance of the role of phonics in reading instruction is recognized but the 
debate continues over not whether phonics should be taught, but how phonics should be 
taught (Hempenstall, 1997). "Phonics merely refers to various approaches designed to 
teach children about the orthographic code of the language and the relationships of 
spelling patterns to sound patterns. These approaches can range from direct instruction 
approaches through instruction that is embedded in the reading of literature" (Stahl, 1992, 
Beginning section, para. 3). Phonics instruction that is embedded in the reading of 
literature is considered whole to part phonics instruction. Traditional phonics instruction 
entails teaching parts of words and then moving to the whole word. Both methods can be 
considered explicit and systematic (Moustafa & Maldonado-Colon, 1999). The debate 
about how best to teach phonics has become a complex issue. The issue of phonics has 
become a political debate. "Teachers and schools have become the focus of 
unprecedented public scrutiny as the controversy over phonics is played out in the media, 
state legislatures, school districts, and at home" (Baumann, Hoffman, Moon, & Duffy- 
Hester, 1998, Great Debate Past and Present section, para. 6). 
Whole Language 
A meaning based or a whole language approach to reading instruction is described 
by Johnson (1999) as the following: 
Whole language advocates stress the importance of children reading high quality 
children's literature and using language in ways that relate to their lives, such as 
daily journals, trade books, letter writing, and writing workshops. Word 
recognition skills are taught in the context of reading and writing.. .Children learn 
phonics skills while they are immersed in reading; they learn to decode words by 
their context. (Meaning Based Approach section, para. 2) 
There was a shift fiom phonics to whole language in the 1990s. The practice of 
literacy instruction in California and Texas brought the area of literacy instruction to a 
national level. California, under the direction of Bill Honig, Superintendent of 
Education, adopted an approach to reading instruction that focused on providing students 
with a literature based approach to teaching reading skills, known as whole language 
(Davenport & Jones, 2005; Asselin, 1999). Whole language is considered a "top down" 
approach to reading instruction where readers bring their background knowledge to a text 
in order to construct personal meaning from it (Reyhner, 2003; Rude11 & Unrau, 2006). 
"The essence of whole language is that, rather than breaking down words into parts such 
as syllables and phonetic sounds, children are challenged to learn through transactions 
with the world around them-listening, interpreting, incorporating language in a more 
natural way" (Davenport & Jones, 2005, Literacy Policy Travels Eastward section, para. 
3). At the same time whole language was being adopted, state level testing of students 
was implemented. California ranked last in the country for fourth grade NAEP scores. 
Politicians began calling for a back to basics or back to phonics approach to teaching, 
blaming whole language for the scores. "Some educators have argued that whole 
language was not responsible for the lower test results and that the return to skills and 
phonics ignores advances in reading research over the last 30 years" (Davenport & Jones, 
2005, Literacy Policy Debate section, para. 5). Krashen (2002) made the argument that 
test scores did not decline, as this was the first time that National Assessment of 
Educational Progress (NAEP) scores were reported by the state. Krashen (2002) called 
the pervasive Plummet Legend (legend that the scores actually declined as a result of 
whole language), merely an Urban Legend. While much debate still continues over the 
validity of these test scores and the extraneous factors that could have caused a decline in 
reading scores other than whole language, the phonics vs. whole language debate was 
launched (Davenport & Jones, 2005). Stone (2003) refers to the phonics whole language 
discourse as a conception produced by society that exists in the minds of society. 
Balanced Literacy 
Because of the negative press surrounding the concept of whole language, a new 
term emerged that would lead to a more common methodology known as balanced 
literacy. Balanced literacy is considered an interactive approach to teaching reading 
where learners are given explicit instruction on reading strategies while engaged with 
meaningful texts (Waters, 1999). The social significance of balanced literacy is 
important because there are still differing theoretical perspectives about how to best teach 
reading (Gill & Smith, 2005). 
Just as there are misconceptions among educators about the definition of whole 
language there are those same "imbalanced conceptions of balanced teaching" (Pressley, 
Roehrig, Bogner, Raphael, & Dolezal, 2002, Balanced Literacy Instruction section, para. 
4). These conceptions by some theorists surmise that "balanced instruction is simply 
whole language in thin disguise and some whole language theorists view balanced 
instruction as skills instruction warmed over" (Pressley et al., 2002, Balanced Literacy 
Instruction section, para. 5). However, in this case, "balanced instruction really means a 
lot of skills instruction in the context of massive holistic teaching" (Pressley et al., 2002, 
Balanced Literacy Instruction section, para. 4). Balanced reading instruction "combines 
the best of phonics instruction and the whole-language approach to teach both skills and 
meaning and to meet the reading needs of individual children" (Johnson, 1999, Meaning 
Based Approach section, para. 4). In New Zealand, balanced literacy means reading TO, 
WITH, and BY. The "To" balance reading instruction would be to blend those 
instructional approaches to reading that are related to reading success (Reutzel, 1998- 
1999). A model for balanced literacy often seen in the United States and is based on the 
New Zealand model incorporates several of these instructional approaches: "reading 
aloud, shared reading, guided reading, independent reading, modeled writing, shared 
writing, interactive writing, and independent writing" (Johnson, 1999, Meaning Based 
Approach section, para. 7). These approaches should not been seen as separate because 
they are related through oral language and content. Each instructional approach or 
component of balanced literacy requires different levels of teacher support and different 
levels of student control (Fountas & Pinnell, 1996). 
Reading aloud involves a high level of teacher support. The teacher is able to 
model what good reading sounds like while providing access to a variety of texts and text 
structures from which students can make text connections. Shared reading involves a 
high level of teacher support. An enlarged text is used to encourage students to read 
along with the teacher. This supports students in learning how to problem solve through 
a text. Guided reading requires only some teacher support. The teacher works with small 
groups of students, at their instructional level, so they can work on using reading 
strategies (Fountas & Pinnell, 1996). Antonacci (2000) discussed the importance of 
using many sources of data, such as running records and observations, to group students 
for guided reading by their specific learning needs. Guided reading provides teachers the 
opportunity to give immediate feedback to a child's oral reading (Schwartz, 2005). 
Independent reading gives students the opportunity to apply what they've learned about 
reading, independently or with a partner, using text that is at their reading level (Fountas 
& Pinnell, 1996). Worthy and Broaddus (2001-2002), noted that independent reading 
time can be used by teachers to assess students' reading and to provide additional support 
to students. 
Shared writing has a high level of teacher support. The teacher acts as a scribe 
and works with students to compose text. Interactive writing, while still having a high 
level of teacher support involves the students in the writing of the message or story. 
Guided writing requires the teacher to provide mini-lessons on writing for the students, as 
well as conferencing, as students take more responsibility for writing their own pieces. 
Finally, independent writing allows students to write their own pieces while applying 
what they have previously learned about being a writer (Fountas & Pinnell, 1996). This 
model of balanced literacy is complex and requires a great deal of expertise on the part of 
teachers in its implementation. 
While balanced literacy is multidimensional, there is some confusion among 
teachers and scholars regarding the definition of balanced literacy. More studies on the 
relationship between balanced literacy and teacher effectiveness could result in more 
knowledge, which would impact teacher training, resulting in higher reading performance 
in students. This leads to other areas of research that explore how teachers or future 
teachers can be identified for their potential or ability to become balanced, effective 
teachers of literacy (Pressley et al., 2002). If the findings from current studies as in 
Pressley, et al. (2002), show a relationship between teachers' abilities to provide effective 
balanced instruction and increased reading performance, it is important to more closely 
examine teacher beliefs and their practices. 
Empirical Studies About Reading Methodologies 
Dahl and Scharer (2000) conducted a study to see how phonics was being taught 
in whole language classrooms. They examined phonics teaching and student 
achievement. Four instruments were used: Clay's Hearing and Recording Sounds in 
Words and Text Reading Level assessments, Ganske's Developmental Spelling Analysis, 
and Leslie and Caldwell's Qualitative Reading Inventory-11. The study concluded that 
phonics was both taught and learned in whole language classrooms giving credibility to 
the fact that phonics can be taught and learned within the context of meaningful reading 
and writing instruction (Dahl & Sharer, 2000). 
Frey, Lee, Tollefson, Pass, and Massengill (2005) conducted a study about an 
urban school district that attempted to implement balanced literacy instruction. They 
used a descriptive, mixed method design, of 67 elementary teachers and their classrooms. 
Their literature review was thorough and current in comparing theories about balanced 
literacy and improving literacy achievement for at-risk students. Empirical studies of 
student achievement were examined leading to the major gap and conflict in the literature 
about the effectiveness of balanced literacy instruction. This resulted in Frey et al. (2005) 
conducting a study to examine how an urban school district implemented and mandated a 
balanced literacy program. 
The teacher sample consisted of 67 elementary teachers who were chosen for 
observation. These teachers were asked to respond to a request for demographic 
information. The demographic information showed the average teacher from the sample 
had been at their school for six years. Student interviews were conducted with 126 
students ranging in age from seven to twelve years of age. These students were in 
attendance at their current schools for an average of 3.16 years. The study did not 
include information about how the teachers or students were chosen for the sample. The 
characteristics of the sample and the sample size were presented. Information was 
collected from "(a) classroom observations, (b) classroom physical environment 
checklists of literacy components, (c) physical building environment checklists of literacy 
components, (d) teacher surveys, and (e) student group interviews" (Frey et al., 2005, 
Data Collection section, para. 1). For the classroom observations an inter-rater reliability 
was established as 85%. The physical building environment checklists were collected for 
all 32 participating elementa~y schools. The classroom, physical environment checklists 
of literacy components were completed by research assistants. The teacher surveys were 
distributed to 167 teachers with a return of 141. Student group interviews were 
conducted with a 66% participation rate. An interview facilitator and another outside 
person scored group interviews so that common themes could be identified (Frey et al., 
2005). 
The results of the study attempted to answer three research questions. The first 
was, "Of the instructional time devoted to literacy, how much was devoted to each of the 
different types of balanced literacy activities?" (Frey et al., 2005, Results section, para. 
1). A triangulation of data was used to increase the validity of the study and showed 
independent reading was the most prevalent activity followed by read alouds and 
independent writing. The second question the study attempted to answer was what a 
balanced literacy classroom looks like. By examining three data sources the authors 
found that the majority of classrooms had leveled classroom libraries, literacy centers, 
literacy displays, and a large group meeting area. The third question the study addressed 
was what a balanced literacy school looks like. Three sources of data were collected to 
answer this question. The results found that throughout the buildings reading nooks, 
book displays, student work displays, and a professional library were present (Frey, et al., 
2005). 
Through an interpretation of the data the authors found that independent 
classroom activities were the most frequently implemented although research shows that 
teacher-directed instruction must be a part of literacy instruction. The authors identified 
teachers using seatwork as a classroom management technique as a reason for this 
finding. Due to an imbalance in the amount of time spent on each balanced literacy 
component, the authors suggested teachers be given support in providing all components, 
especially in the areas of demonstration and modeling. Literature has not shown how 
much time should be spent on literacy activities or how to best balance those activities. 
Further research needs to be done in these areas. The authors recommended allowing 
time for implementation of large-scale reforms and a need for more outcome studies in 
the area of balanced literacy (Frey, et al., 2005). 
A limitation of the study is that it does not address the amount or quality of 
professional development teachers received from the school district before 
implementation of the balanced literacy program. The amount and quality of professional 
development in balanced literacy could change the outcome of this study. This is an area 
that needs to be explored in future research. The study is also weak in its ability to be 
generalized to the greater population and its low level of data analysis. 
In a comparative study by Tivnan and Hemphill (2005), 16 high poverty 
elementary schools in a large urban school district were selected for their good efforts at 
implementing reform models. First grade students were assessed in the fall and spring. 
The sample consisted of 590 students. Four reform models were compared in the study. 
The first was Success For All, a scripted reading program with phonetically regular 
readers. The second was Building Essential Literacy, which incorporates guided reading, 
leveled texts, and outside professional development. The third was Developing Literacy 
First, which also incorporated guided reading, leveled texts, and outside professional 
development. The fourth reform model was the Literacy Collaborative, which 
incorporated guided reading, leveled texts, and a train the trainers approach. A 
designated teacher was trained to train their peers in the reform model. The study did not 
report how the student sample was obtained but that student characteristics in the sample 
were examined. The Woodcock-Johnson Diagnostic Reading Battery, the Yopp-Singer 
phonemic awareness test, and the Peabody Vocabulary Test-I11 were administered to the 
students. Research assistants also observed characteristics of literacy instruction in the 
classroom for two hours both in the fall and in the spring (Tivnan & Hemphill, 2005). 
The study found that all four of the reform models were just as effective in 
teaching first grade reading, word attack skills, and phonemic awareness. Developing 
Literacy First, however, did the best job of bringing children closer to grade level 
expectations when it came to reading comprehension. The authors suggested that all four 
models supported basic word reading and decoding but were weak in comprehension and 
vocabulary knowledge. Findings showed that there were great differences in the capacity 
across teachers to deliver reading instruction. The authors suggested future research in 
the area of programs that focus on both word recognition and text meaning (Tivnan & 
Hemphill, 2005). This study found a variable difference between the abilities of teachers 
to deliver instruction and differences in the amount of time children read connected text 
with teacher support. Future studies need to account for these variables. 
Evidence from a longitudinal study of kindergarten students was gathered to 
examine the impact of early literacy instruction on kindergarten students. The research 
questions were, "Does children's learning in kindergarten vary across classrooms and 
schools? What impact do different early literacy instructional approaches have on 
children's learning in kindergarten? Do these instructional approaches have differential 
effects among children with different backgrounds" (Xue & Meisels, 2004, Research 
Questions section, para. I)? The author presents a solid theoretical background of 
phonics, whole language, and a balance between the two. The design for the study was a 
non-experimental, longitudinal, quantitative design. A multistage probability sample 
design was used to select 1,280 public and private schools from counties or groups of 
counties. From there, 24 students from each of the public schools and 12 students from 
private schools were drawn. An analytic sample was also identified. This sample 
included 13,609 kindergarten students from 2,690 classrooms, and 788 schools. The 
study examined children's achievement on a language and literacy test with reliabilities 
for fall and spring tests being .93 and .95. The language and literacy subscale of the 
Academic Rating Scale was used as an indirect cognitive measure. A Social Rating Scale 
was used to measure teacher ratings of how students approach learning. The authors 
standardized each outcome measure with a mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1. In 
the analysis, the authors controlled for corresponding measures at fall kindergarten entry 
so that the outcomes can be interpreted as children's literacy learning development and 
approaches to learning. A three level hierarchical linear model (HLM) to examine 
instructional effects and logistic regression were used in the study. The results show 
teachers' ratings of literacy achievement correlates to their rating of student learning 
styles. A phonics approach was correlated with integrated language arts. Variations in 
the assessed outcomes can be attributed to classrooms and schools. Children's cognition 
grew as they were given more time in instruction. Students achieved more by the end of 
the school year when their teachers used an integrated language arts approach with 
phonics (Xue & Meisels, 2004). 
The authors concluded that there was a strong correlation between integrated 
language arts and phonics. The use of both integrated language arts and phonics resulted 
in greater student learning. When examining phonics and integrated language arts 
approaches separately, an integrated language arts approach impacted student learning 
more. The best way to teach early readers is to use a combined approach of whole 
language and phonics. A treatment interaction showed that lower ability students 
benefited more from a phonics approach while students who were higher in their literacy 
skills benefited more fiom integrated language arts instruction. This means that although 
the best approach is the use of both approaches the way in which they are balanced for 
students with differing abilities must be looked at (Xue & Meisels, 2004). 
The limitations of the study are that the data analysis was based on secondary 
data. Some of the data was self-reported. The study also had a sample that was from a 
kindergarten group only and focused on the effects over the course of a single year. The 
authors make no recommendations for hture studies (Xue & Meisels, 2004). Xue and 
Meisels' findings are consistent with those of Wharton-McDonald, et al., (1997). Future 
studies should try to examine a sample of students at various grade levels to see if these 
fmdings are consistent with students at multiple grade levels and differing language 
backgrounds. 
Altwerger, Arya, Jin, Jordan et al. (2004) conducted a mixed methods 
comparative study to examine the impact of various reading programs on teachers, 
classrooms, and students. Three separate urban elementary school sites were examined 
for their use of three different reading programs. Thirty second grade students, of 
varying reading abilities, were selected by teachers at each site to serve as the sample. 
Ethnographic observations were conducted along with student interviews. Miscue 
analysis tests and phonics tests were used to gather quantitative data. Multivariate 
statistics were used for the analysis. The purpose was to determine if systematic, explicit 
phonics instruction would improve student reading through comprehension, 
graphophonic knowledge, and their ability to construct meaning. One reading program 
that was examined was Open Court. Open Court uses decodable text to teach phonemic 
awareness, phonics, and fluency. This program is scripted. The second reading program 
that was examined was Direct Instruction. Direct Instruction is also a scripted program 
that emphasizes phonics and comprehension. The third program that the study examined 
was guided reading which is not scripted. Students are taught skills and phonics through 
meaningful contexts (Altwerger et al., 2004). 
The authors concluded that systematic explicit phonics instruction did not 
improve student reading as it relates to graphophonic knowledge, comprehension, or the 
constructing of meaning. Systematic explicit phonics instruction actually impeded the 
students' abilities to focus on meaning. Guided reading was found to be most useful in 
developing students' abilities to gain meaning from text beyond a literal level. While the 
authors did not provide limitations to their study they do suggest more training for 
teacher educators in what research is showing vs. what politics is mandating through 
instructional programs (Altwerger et al., 2004). 
A shortcoming of the study that was that it did not take into consideration any of 
the variables that may have influenced the outcome of reading achievement in each of the 
programs reviewed such as teacher, student, and school characteristics. Further research 
needs to be done on these external factors. 
A study of nine first grade teachers from four school districts revealed that the 
teachers with the highest performing students were able to balance skills instruction with 
holistic instruction more effectively than teachers who had students who were lower 
performers. Data were collected from observations, artifacts, and interviews. Limitations 
to the research design were the absence of pre-test measures and examining how school 
and district policies can affect how teachers teach and student outcomes (Wharton- 
McDonald, et al., 1998). 
Pressley, Rankin, and Yokoi (1996) conducted a survey of instructional practices 
of primary teachers who were nominated by their reading supervisors as being effective 
in promoting literacy. Fifty reading supervisors across the nation were asked to nominate 
teachers from kindergarten, first, and second grades. The survey showed that teachers 
were eclectic in their approach to teaching reading by offering instruction in line with 
both a whole language philosophy and skills instruction. Skills instruction occurred in 
the context of authentic reading and writing experiences. These teachers found that 
whole language and skills instruction were complimentary rather than contradictory. 
Pressley, Yokoi, Rankin, Wharton-McDonald and Mistretta (1997) also 
conducted a survey of the instructional practices of fifth grade teachers who were 
nominated as effective in promoting literacy. One hundred reading supervisors were 
selected from the International Reading Associations list of reading supervisors and 
asked to nominate outstanding fifth grade literacy teachers to be involved in the study. 
They were also asked to submit the names of a new fifth grade teacher, as well. An 
initial survey was sent out then a final questionnaire was devised. Questionnaire items 
were statistically analyzed. Effective teachers of literacy in fifth grade reported 
balancing complimentary approached to reading instruction rather than using any one 
approach (Pressley et al., 1997). 
If effective teachers of literacy use a balanced literacy approach to reading 
instruction to improve student achievement then more future research needs to be done 
(Pressley, et al., 2002). Areas of exploration need to address how best to teach teachers 
to use balanced literacy and what their belief systems about balanced literacy are. 
Diane DeFord (1985) developed the Theoretical Orientation to Reading Profile 
(TORP) as a way of measuring teacher beliefs and practices in reading instruction. The 
instrument is a 28-item multidimensional, 5-point semantic differential scale with 
anchors of strongly agree (1) and strongly disagree (5). Factor analysis and discriminant 
analysis were used to establish construct validity of the TORP and to provide reliability 
estimates for this scale that determines teachers' theoretical orientation to reading. 
Synopsis of the Literature 
The purpose for the critical analysis of the literature review was to explore the 
relationship among teacher, student and school characteristics, theoretical orientation to 
reading, attitudes toward high stakes testing, and reading performance in K-6. While 
students' reading performance may be impacted by student characteristics like SES, 
student motivation, student tutoring, parent involvement, and summer school, it was 
found that students' reading performance was attributed more to the teacher than to the 
school itself (Guthrie et al., 2001). With a pursuit for a perfect method of teaching 
reading, the answer lies more with the teacher than with any one method (Duffy & 
Hoffman, 1999). Effective teachers of reading are able to design instruction that meets 
the needs of the students in their classroom (Allington et al., 2002). Effective balanced 
literacy instruction has been shown to correlate with increased reading performance 
(Pressley et al., 2002). Professional development for teachers as a way of increasing 
student reading performance was supported (Kent, 2004). Teacher knowledge is directly 
correlated to student achievement emphasizing the need for highly qualified teachers in 
all classrooms that can work with all students including English language learners 
(Cartiera, 2006). However, how teachers respond to professional development can be 
contingent upon their beliefs about teaching and how students learn best (Swan, 2003). 
Teacher's beliefs as a balanced reading methodology, as opposed to a phonics or whole 
language approach to teaching reading needs further exploration. 
With high stakes testing being at the forefront of education today, several studies 
were conducted to determine teacher attitudes toward high stakes testing. Teachers often 
question the validity of state tests (Hoffman et al., 2001). Teachers often experience 
pressure to raise test scores and teach in ways that align with state testing systems rather 
than with their theoretical beliefs (Abrams et al., 2003; Passman, 2001; Vogler, 2002; 
Jones et al., 1999). Teachers may also change their testing practices based on the 
characteristics of the students they teach (Monsaas & Engelhard, 1994). Studies have 
found that formative classroom assessments are more useful to teachers, can increase 
reading achievement, and be more highly effective than summative assessments (Ross, 
2004; Paris & Hoffman, 2004; Campbell, 2001). 
Instructional practices in reading are often the center of political debate. The 
instructional approaches of phonics and skills, whole language, and balanced literacy are 
often the target of such debates. Dahl and Scharer (2000) found that phonics could be 
taught and learned in the context of meaningful reading and writing instruction. Tivnan 
and Hemphill (2005) found that professional development for teachers in high poverty 
schools should focus on both basic word reading and decoding and comprehension and 
vocabulary knowledge. A balanced approach to reading instruction in which students are 
taught skills and phonics through meaningful contexts was found to be most effective 
(Xue & Meisels, 2004; Wharton-McDonald et al., 1997; Altwerger et al., 2004) 
Those teachers who were most effective in delivering reading instruction and 
increasing reading performance were found to be able to balance skills instruction with 
holistic instruction. Their instruction was more in line with both a whole language 
approach and a skills approach to teaching reading (Wharton-McDonald et al., 1998; 
Pressley et al., 1996; Pressley et al., 1997). 
NCLB aims to increase the academic achievement of all students including: 
minorities (racial and ethnic), non-English speakers, low- income students, and students 
with physical and learning disabilities by the 2013-2014 school year. In doing so, it has 
provided hnding for Reading First, a grant based on the findings of the NRP. The NRP 
based its report on a body of research that was based on a skills based model of reading. 
As a requirement of Reading First, teachers are to use materials and receive professional 
development that is scientifically research-based, on the findings from the NRP 
(Peterson, 2005; U.S. Department of Education, 2004). The most effective teachers of 
reading are able to deliver instruction to that is tailored to the needs of their students 
(Allington, et al., 2002). Studies by Pressley et al. (2002), Wharton-McDonald et al. 
(1997, and Xue and Meisels (2004) support a balanced methodology for teaching reading, 
which combines both a whole language model and phonics-skills models to increase 
reading performance which is contrary to the foundation upon which Reading First is 
based. 
Because no research studies were found that explored the relationship among 
teacher, student and school characteristics, theoretical orientation to reading, attitudes 
toward high stakes testing, and reading performance in K-6 in the literature review, it was 
recommended for further study. To address this recommendation, a quantitative, non- 
experimental exploratory (comparative), explanatory (correlational) survey research 
design was proposed to examine the relationship among teacher, student, and school 
characteristics, teacher orientation to reading, attitudes toward high stakes testing, and 
reading performance in grades K-6. The theoretical framework that was used to guide 
this study is presented next. 
Theoretical Framework 
There are differences in opinion about how to teach reading. "Rival paradigms 
exist, and they represent incommensurable ways of seeing the world-we differ in our 
beliefs and what reading is and what counts as evidence" (Gill & Smith, 2005, 
Conclusion section, para. 1). These differing views of reading center around 
phonics/skills word recognition and reading as a meaning making process (Gill & Smith, 
2005). 
Phonics and skills fall under the "bottom up" approach to teaching reading. 
(Rudell & Unrau, 2006). While phonics emphasizes "smaller than word level language 
units, with gradual movements toward word units and attention to comprehension" skills 
emphasizes "building an adequate site word vocabulary for the children to use in 
reading" (DeFord, 1985, p. 353). Vocabulary items are presented in the context of texts 
that were generated for the purpose of vocabulary instruction. Word attack skills are 
taught in a hierarchical sequence (DeFord, 1985). 
Whole language falls under a top down model of reading. A "top down" 
approach to reading instruction involves readers bringing their background knowledge to 
a text in order to construct personal meaning from it (Reyhner, 2003; Rudell & Unrau, 
2006). Johnson (1999) described whole language: 
Whole language advocates stress the importance of children reading high quality 
children's literature and using language in ways that relate to their lives, such as 
daily journals, trade books, letter writing, and writing workshops. Word 
recognition skills are taught in the context of reading and writing.. .Children learn 
phonics skills while they are immersed in reading; they learn to decode words by 
their context. (Meaning Based Approach section, para. 2) 
Balanced literacy is a concept that has been built upon several models of reading. 
Balanced literacy is considered an interactive approach which combines bottom up and 
top down theories to teaching reading where learners are given explicit instruction on 
reading strategies while engaged with meaningful texts (Waters, 1999). 
More effective than any particular reading program, however, are the teachers 
when it comes to reading achievement (Guthrie et al., 2001). Those teachers who are 
expert in delivering instruction that is tailored to the needs of their students are most 
effective (Allington et al., 2002). With children today having such diverse needs it is 
important that teachers have a deep knowledge of how to teach reading in order to deliver 
effective instruction (Pearson, 2003). This type of instruction should focus on combining 
whole language and phonics/skills approaches which lead to a balanced methodology 
(Xue & Meisels, 2004; Wharton-McDonald et al. 1997; Pressley et al., 2002). 
August and Shanahan (2006) report findings from the Report of the National 
Literacy Panel on Language-Minority Children and Youth that indicate for English as a 
second language learners "Literacy programs that provide instructional support of oral 
language development in English, aligned with high quality literacy instruction are the 
most successful." 
The current model of accountability is the No Child Left Behind Act. This model 
has four key features. The first is a requirement that students to be tested. There is also a 
key feature of increased support of reading programs that are "scientifically research 
based". Another aspect of the NCLB Act is that parents have choice in where to send 
their children if their current school is labeled as "failing". And, lastly, all teachers must 
be "highly qualified" (Zancanella & Noll, 2004). 
In an era of assessment and accountability it is important to examine how the 
theoretical beliefs of teachers about reading are being affected by high stakes testing. 
The intent of assessment and accountability is to improve student achievement and lessen 
the achievement gap (Simpson et al., 2004). Critics of high stakes testing argue that it 
has caused a narrowing of the curriculum and a loss of instructional time (Ransom et al., 
1999). Supporters of high stakes testing believe that instructional practices will become 
more flexible and the achievement gap will diminish (Simpson et al., 2004; Arce et al., 
2005). Based on the key gaps in the literature, the recommendation addressed in this 
study, and the theoretical framework that was used to guide this study, research questions 
and hypotheses were proposed about the relationship among teacher, school and student 
characteristics, theoretical orientation to teaching reading, attitudes toward high stakes 
testing, and reading performance in grades K-6. 
Research Questions 
1. - What are the demographic and work profiles of K-6 teachers, characteristics of 
their schools and students, theoretical orientation to reading, attitudes toward high 
stakes testing, and reading performance? 
2. Are there differences in demographic and work profiles of K-6 teachers, 
characteristics of their schools and students, theoretical orientation to reading, 
attitudes toward high stakes testing, and reading performance according to high 
stakes versus low stakes schools? 
3. Are there differences in demographic and work profiles of K-6 teachers, 
characteristics of their schools and students, theoretical orientation to reading, 
attitudes toward high stakes testing, and reading performance according to 
schools making AYP vs. schools that are not? 
4. Are there differences in demographic and work profiles of K-6 teachers, 
characteristics of their schools and students, theoretical orientation to reading, 
attitudes toward high stakes testing, and reading performance according to Title 1 
vs. non-Title 1 schools? 
5. Are there differences in theoretical orientation to reading, attitudes toward high 
stakes testing, and reading performance according to reading 
certification/endorsement and English as a Second Language (ESOL) 
certification/endorsement of K-6 teachers? 
6. Are there differences in theoretical orientation to reading, attitudes toward high 
stakes testing, and reading performance according to Reading First and Non- 
Reading First schools? 
Research Hypotheses 
HI: Demographic and work profiles of K-6 teachers, characteristics of their 
schools and students, and theoretical orientation to reading, are significant 
explanatory variables of attitudes toward high stakes testing (total score). 
HI,: Demographic and work profiles of K-6 teachers, characteristics of 
their schools and students, and theoretical orientation to reading, are 
significant explanatory variables of attitude toward the impact of high 
stakes testing onpressure on teachers. 
Hlb: Demographic and work profiles of K-6 teachers, characteristics of 
their schools and students, and theoretical orientation to reading, are 
significant explanatory variables of attitude toward the impact of high 
stakes testing on school climate. 
HI,: Demographic and work profiles of K-6 teachers, characteristics of 
their schools and students, and theoretical orientation to reading are 
significant explanatory variables of the impact of high stakes testing 
on perceived value of the state test. 
Hid: Demographic and work profiles of K-6 teachers, characteristics of 
their schools and students, and theoretical orientation to reading are 
significant explanatory variables of the impact of high stakes testing 
on impact on content. 
HI,: Demographic and work profiles of K-6 teachers, characteristics of 
their schools and students, and theoretical orientation to reading are 
significant explanatory variables of the impact of high stakes testing 
on impact on mode of instruction. 
H2: Demographic and work profiles of K-6 teachers, characteristics of their 
schools and students, theoretical orientation to reading, and attitudes toward 
high stakes testing are significant explanatory variables of reading 
performance. 
The following figure (Figure 2-1) shows the Hypothesized Model, which 
illustrates the explanatory relationships between teachers, student, and school 
characteristics, theoretical orientation to reading, attitudes toward high stakes testing, and 
reading performance in K-6. H1 was represented in the model as demographic and work 
profiles of K-6 teachers, characteristics of their schools and students, and theoretical 
orientation to reading, are significant explanatory variables of attitudes toward high 
stakes testing (pressure on teachers, school climate, perceived values of the state test, 
impact on the content, and impact on mode of instruction. H2 was represented in the 
model as demographic and work profiles of K-6 teachers, characteristics of their schools 
and students, theoretical orientation to reading, and attitudes toward high stakes testing 
are significant explanatory variables of reading performance. 
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Figure 2-1. Hypothesized model tested about the relationships among teacher, student, 
and school characteristics, theoretical orientation to reading, attitudes toward high stakes 
testing, and reading performance in K-6. 
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Chapter I1 provided a review of literature and theoretical framework. Based on 
the critical analysis of the theoretical and empirical literature, gaps in the literature 
became evident. Research questions, hypotheses, and a hypothesized model were 
proposed about the relationship among teacher, school and student characteristics, 
theoretical orientation to teaching reading, attitudes toward high stakes testing, and 
reading performance in grades K-6 in this chapter. Chapter I11 presents the research 
design, sampling plan, instrumentation, ethical considerations, data collection procedures, 
methods of data analysis, and an evaluation of the research methods. 
CHAPTER I11 
RESEARCH METHODS 
Chapter I11 contains the research methods necessary to address the research 
questions and to test the hypotheses about the relationships among teacher, student, and 
school characteristics, theoretical orientation to reading, attitudes toward high stakes 
testing, and reading performance in K-6. The chapter includes the research design, 
population and sampling plan, instrumentation, procedures, and data analysis. An 
evaluation of the research methods used for this study concludes this chapter. 
Research Design 
A quantitative, non-experimental exploratory (comparative), and explanatory 
(correlational) online survey research design using Survey Monkey was proposed. The 
explanatory (correlational) research design aimed to explain the relationship among 
teacher, student, and school characteristics, theoretical orientation to reading, attitudes 
toward high stakes testing, and reading performance (Hypotheses 1 and 2) of grade K-6 
teachers. The exploratory (comparative) research design compared group differences in 
variables: high stakes versus low stakes schools (Research Question 2); schools making 
AYP versus schools that are not making AYP (Research Question 3); Title 1 versus non- 
Title 1 schools (Research Question 4); reading certificatiodendorsement and English as a 
Second Language (ESOL) certificatiodendorsement (Research Question 5); and, 
Reading First and Non-Reading First schools (Research Question 6). Elementary K-6 
public school teachers in the United States who taught fulltime and were 21 years of age 
and accessible by e-mail constituted the sample. The sample was accessed using a simple 
random sampling plan. 
In this study, a four part, self-report survey (see Appendix A) was utilized. Part 1, 
developed by the researcher, was the Demographic and Work Profile, which included 
teacher demographics of gender, race, ethnicity, age, degree, program leading to 
elementary certification, reading certificatiodendorsement, and ESOL 
certificatiodendorsement and work demographics (job title, grade level taught, years of 
teaching experience, and if the grade level was responsible for state-mandated testing). 
Part 2, developed by the researcher, was the School and Student Characteristics and 
Reading Performance, which measured school characteristics (including high vs. low 
stakes schools, AYP versus non AYP schools, School in Need of Improvement schools 
versus Non School in Need of Improvement schools, Reading First schools versus Non- 
Reading First schools, and Title I versus non-Title I schools), student characteristics 
(including race, ethnicity, Limited English Proficient, and Special Education/Exceptional 
Student Education classifications), and reading performance (percentage of students 
passing the most recent state-mandated test). Part 3 of the survey was the Theoretical 
Orientation to Reading, measured with the Theoretical Orientation to Reading Profile 
(TORP), developed by DeFord (1985). This scale measured theoretical beliefs teachers 
had toward reading in regards to phonics, skills, and whole language instruction. Part 4 
measured Teachers ' Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing, using four of eight subscales 
of Teacher Survey on the Impact of State-Mandated Testing Programs developed by 
Pedulla et al. (2003). This scale measured: pressure on teachers, school climate, 
perceived values of the state test, and impact on the content and mode of instruction. In 
this study, impact on the content and mode of instruction was examined as two separate 
subscales: impact on content and impact on mode of instruction. 
Frequency distributions, measures of central tendency, and variability were used 
to answer Research Question 1 describing all variables. Group differences in variables 
were compared using independent t tests and chi-square tests for Research Question 2 
(high stakes versus low stakes schools), Research Question 3 (schools making AYP 
versus schools that were not making AYP), Research Question 4 (Title 1 versus non-Title 
1 schools). Group differences in variables were compared using independent t tests for 
Research Question 5 (reading certificatiodendorsement and English as a Second 
Language (ESOL) certificatiodendorsement) and Research Question 6 (Reading First 
and Non-Reading First schools). 
The enter method for hierarchical multiple regression analysis was used to 
examine the explanatory relationships among demographic and work profiles of K-6 
teachers, characteristics of their schools and students, theoretical orientation to reading, 
and attitudes toward high stakes testing (Hypothesis 1). Six multiple regression analyses 
were used for H1 to examine the explanatory relationships among demographic and work 
profiles of K-6 teachers, characteristics of their schools and students, theoretical 
orientation to reading and total attitudes toward high stakes testing, and five sub 
hypotheses HI, (changed the dependent variable to attitude toward the impact of high 
stakes testing on pressure on teachers), Hlb (changed the dependent variable to attitude 
toward impact of high stakes testing on school climate), HI, (changed the dependent 
variable to the impact of high stakes testing on perceived values of the state test) Hid 
(changed the dependent variable to the impact of high stakes testing on content) HI, 
(changed the dependent variable to the impact of high stakes testing on mode of 
instruction). Additionally, multiple regression analysis was used to examine the 
explanatory relationships among demographic and work profiles of K-6 teachers, 
characteristics of their schools and students, theoretical orientation to reading, attitudes 
toward high stakes testing, and reading performance (Hypothesis 2). 
Population and Sampling Plan 
Target Population 
According to the National Center for Educational Statistics, the number of public 
school teachers in the United States for the 2005-2006, school year was 3,136,921 (U. S. 
Department of Education, 2005-2006, Table 5). The target population for the study was 
Kindergarten through sixth grade, elementary public school teachers in the United States. 
The Bureau of Labor Statistics estimates that in 2006 there were 1,710,000 teachers 
teaching in Kindergarten (I 1%) and elementary grades (89%) (U.S. Department of Labor, 
2007, Projections Data Table). 
Accessible Population 
The accessible population was limited to the kindergarten through sixth grade, 
elementary public school teachers, who could be reached by e-mail and had Internet 
access. The total number of the accessible population was 1.5 million according to a 
number provided by Affordable Marketing Tools. 
Simple Random Sampling Plan 
A simple random sampling plan was designed for this study. A random sample of 
10,000 teachers was invited to participate. Affordable Marketing Tools distributed an e- 
mail to its distribution list for United States, elementary public school, Kindergarten-sixth 
grade teachers, which included the researcher's invitation to participate in the online 
survey and a link to the survey. The final data-producing sample was self-selected, and 
dependent upon the number of teachers that chose to participate in the online survey. 
(See Appendix C). 
Sample Size 
Sample size is important for both external validity purposes and internal validity 
purposes. The accessible population was estimated at 1.5 million Kindergarten through 
sixth grade elementary public school teachers in the United States. For a target 
population of 1.7 million (or 100,000or more), a sample size of 384 was needed to 
strengthen external validity, but a more confident sample would have been 500 (Gay & 
Airasian, 2000). This sample size would decrease the sampling error and strengthen the 
ability to generalize the findings to the accessible population (population validity) and 
settings (ecological validity) (Christensen, 2004). 
The optimum sample size for regression analysis is based 
on Greens (1991) formula of: 
n 2 50 + 8m where n was the sample size and m was the number of 
predictor (or explanatory) variables entered into the regression model. 
Had all explanatory variables been significantly related through Pearson r or eta, then 
there were 38 explanatory variables, and the sample size needed would have been 354. 
Hypothesis 2 had the most number of explanatory variables: 
Part 1: Demographic and Work Profile = 12 
Part 2: School and Student Characteristics = 17 
Part 3: Theoretical Orientation to Reading Profile = 4 
Part 4: Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing = 5 
A smaller sample size would suggest a corresponding fewer number of 
explanatory variables be entered into the regression models in order to strengthen internal 
validity. With a sample size of approximately 100, multiple regression might be limited 
to eight explanatory variables. 
A smaller sample size for exploratory factor analysis (EFA) is 3 to 20 times the 
number of variables, or the absolute range between 100 and 1000 (Mundfrom, Shaw, & 
Ke, 2005). The Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing was the longest scale with 54 
items. Therefore, 3(54) to 20(54), resulted in a suggested range of 162 to 1080 if all 54 
items were used in EFA to strengthen internal validity. Based on statistical tests to be 
done, and the size of the population, a minimum sample size that was needed was 384 
and an optimal sample size was 500 to strengthen external validity or 1080 to strengthen 
internal validity. Based on an estimated response rate of lo%, the initial simple random 
sample should have been 5000 to obtain an optimal sample of 500. To have the best 
chance to achieve an optimal sample of 500, the researcher increased the initial simple 
random sample to 10,000 to reduce potential threats with internal and external validity 
resulting from a sample under 500. 
Setting 
Teachers were to complete the on-line survey in their own home or at work on the 
computer, a natural setting. There was no formal setting for the study. 
Eligibility Criteria and Exclusion Criteria 
Eligibility Criteria 
1. All participants needed to be elementary teachers of grades K-6. 
2. Participants teaching in public schools were invited to participate. 
3. All participants would be teachers in the United States. 
4. All participants would be 21 and over. 
5. All participants would have at least one year of full-time teaching in K-6. 
6. Teachers being surveyed were only those that had access to the Internet and were 
on the e-mail distribution list of Affordable Marketing Tools. 
Exclusion Criteria 
3. Teachers who did not have one h l l  year of teaching experience were excluded 
from the sample. 
4. Teachers who were not teachers of grades K-6 were excluded from the sample. 
5. Teachers who were not public school teachers were excluded from the sample. 
6. Teachers who were substitutes (part time) were excluded from the sample. 
7. Teachers who are not teaching in the United States were excluded from the 
sample. 
8. Participants that were not 21 and over were excluded from the sample. 
9. Teachers that did not have access to the Internet were excluded. 
Instrumentation 
A four-part online survey was utilized in this study: Part 1, Demographic Projle 
and Work Profiles of Teachers; Part 2,  School and Student Characteristics and Reading 
Pevformance; Part 3,  Theoretical Orientation to Reading; and Part 4, Attitudes Toward 
High Stakes Testing, (see Appendix A). A total of 112 items is summarized in Table 3-1. 
The survey was administered through the use of the Internet. These constructs are 
described in detail in the following section. 
Table 3-1 
Constmcts of the Suwey 
Part Name Developers Items Score Range 
1. Demographic and Work The Researcher 12 
Profiles of Teachers 
Demographic Profile 
Work Profile 
2. School and Student The Researcher 18 
Characteristics and Reading 
Performance 
8 
School Characteristics 9 
Student Characteristics 1 
Reading Performance 
3. Theoretical Orientation to DeFord (1985) 28 
Reading Profile (TOW) 
Phonics 10 111 to 140 
Skills 10 66 to 110 
Whole Language 8 28 to 65 
Bipolar (whole language- Mergendoller & -42 to 30 
phonics) Sacks (1994) 
4. Attitudes Toward High Stakes Pedulla, et al. 54 54 to 232 
Testing (2003) 
Pressure on Teachers 8 8 to 32 
School Climate 9 9 to 36 
Perceived Values of the 14 14 to 56 
State Test 
Impact on: 
Mode of Instruction 7 7 to 28 
Content 16 16 to 80 
Part 1: Demographic Profile and Work Profiles of Teachers 
The Demographic and Work Profile of Teachers, designed by the researcher, was 
used to obtain information regarding the elementary school teachers in the United States 
who participated in the online survey and consisted of 12 items. The Demographic 
Profile gathered was based on eight items: gender, race, ethnicity, age, highest 
educational degree, teacher education program leading to elementary certification, 
reading certificatiodendorsement, and English as a Second Language (ESOL) 
certificatiodendorsement (see Appendix A, Part 1). Gender and ethnicity were measured 
with a dichotomous scale. Multiple-choice items were used to measure variables of race, 
ethnicity, educational level, educational program leading to certification, reading 
certificatiodendorsernent, English as a Second Language (ESOL) 
certificatiodendorsement and job title. Fill in the blank items were used to measure 
teacher age in years. 
The Work Profile of teachers working in elementary schools in the United States 
was a four item profile which covered: job title, grade level taught, years of teaching 
experience, and if the teacher was teaching at a grade level that participates in state- 
mandated testing (see Appendix A, Part 1). Multiple-choice items were used to measure 
the job title of elementary teachers in the United States and the grade level that they 
currently teach. A fill in the blank item was used to measure years of teaching 
experience. A dichotomous scale was used to indicate if the teacher was teaching at a 
grade level that is responsible for taking a state-mandated test. 
Part 2: School and Student Characteristics and Reading Performance 
School Characteristics consisted of eight questions, which ask teachers, through 
the use of a dichotomous scale for four questions; three multiple choice items, and one 
fill in the blank. The dichotomous questions asked if their school was: involved in high 
stakes testing, a Title 1 school, a school in need of improvement, and making adequate 
yearly progress. Teachers were asked to choose a multiple-choice response to indicate if 
their school was urban, suburban, or rural, Reading First, and to indicate the "school 
grade", received by their state for the school at which they currently work. Additionally, 
teachers were asked to fill in the name of the state in which they currently teach. 
Nine questions were asked about Student Characteristics including race, 
ethnicity, and educational categories of Limited English Proficiency and special 
education. Teachers were asked to self-report approximate percentages for those 
questions. Reading performance was measured by a fill in the blank, self-report of the 
percentage of students in the teacher's class that passed the most recent state-mandated 
test (see Appendix A, Part 2). 
Part 3: Theoretical Orientation to Reading 
Description 
Theoretical Ovientation to Reading measured teacher beliefs about how to teach 
reading. DeFord (1985) developed the Theoretical Orientation to Reading Profile 
(TORP) which examines teacher beliefs as being either a phonics (word segments) 
approach, a skills (word) approach, or a whole language (text) approach to teaching 
reading (Ketner, Smith, & Parnell, 1997). ). Phonics emphasized "smaller than word 
level language units, with gradual movements toward word units and attention to 
comprehension" (DeFord, 1985, p. 353). Skills approach emphasized "building an 
adequate site word vocabulary for the children to use in reading" (DeFord, 1985, p. 353). 
Vocabulary items were presented in the context of texts that were generated for the 
purpose of vocabulary instruction. Word attack skills were taught in a hierarchical 
sequence (DeFord, 1985). Whole Language was defined as "no isolation of skills for 
practice-emphasis on developing sense of story and text" (DeFord, 1985, p. 354). 
The TORP scale is a 28-item multidimensional, 5-point semantic differential 
scale, with anchors of strongly agree (1) and strongly disagree (5). All items were given 
points that correspond to the agreement or disagreement with the statement. Items 5, 7, 
15, 17, 18, 23,26, and 27 were reverse scored. 
There are three subscales to the TORP instrument. Eight items (items 5, 7, 15, 17, 
18, 23,26, and 27) represented a whole language orientation to reading. Ten items were 
used to represent both skills (items 4, 8, 11, 13, 14, 16, 19, 24, 25, and 28) and phonics 
(items 1, 2, 3, 6, 9, 10, 12, 20, 21, and 22) orientation to reading. The score range was 8 
to 40 for the whole language subset and 10-50 for both the phonics and skills subsets. 
The points for all items were summed to achieve a total score. Lower scores were 
indicative of a phonics orientation, moderate scores indicated a skills orientation, and 
higher scores indicated a whole language orientation to reading (DeFord, 1985). A score 
in the range of 28-65 was reflective of a phonics belief about reading; a score in the range 
of 66-110 was reflective of a skills belief about teaching reading; and, a score in the 
range of 11 1-140 was reflective of a whole language belief about reading (Ketner et al., 
1997). Mergendoller and Sacks (1994) examined phonics, skills, and whole language 
scores separately and found phonics and skills to be highly positively correlated and 
inversely correlated with whole language scores. A fourth subscale, a bipolar whole 
language-phonics orientation score, was created by subtracting teachers' phonics scores 
from their whole language scores (Mergendoller & Sacks, 1994). Following a study by 
Ketner et al. (1997) all responses on a 1 to 5 scale in which 1 was strongly agree and 5 
was strongly disagree, were recoded so that 1 was strongly disagree and 5 was strongly 
agree (Ketner et al., 1997). (see Appendix A, Part 3). The interpretations of total scores 
after the reverse scoring of the TORP are shown in Table 3-2. 
Table 3-2 
Interpretation of Scores for the Theoretical Orientation to Reading ProJile (TORP) 
Score Range for Total Scale Score Interpretation of Practices and Beliefs 
11 1-140 Phonics 
66-110 Skills 
28-65 Whole Language 
The interpretation of scores for the Bipolar Whole Language-Balanced Literacy- 
Phonics Orientation Scale is shown in Table 3-3. 
Table 3-3 
Interpretation of Scores for the Bipolar Whole Language-Balanced Literacy-Phonics 
Orientation Scale 
Phonics Balanced Literacy Whole Language 
-42 to - 19 -18 to 6 7 to 30 
A bipolar whole language-phonics orientation score was created by subtracting 
teachers' phonics scores from their whole language scores. The score range was 8 to 40 
for the phonics subset and 10-50 for both the whole language and skills subsets after 
reverse scoring. The score range is shown in Table 3-4. 
Table 3-4 
Interpretation of Scores for the Bipolar Whole Language-Phonics Orientation 
Reliability 
In the DeFord (1985) study, the internal consistency reliability of the Theoretical 
Orientation to Reading Profile instrument's coefficient alpha was reported as .80. In a 
2002 study, Reading Teachers' Knowledge of Children's Literature and English 
Phonology, the TOW was used with K-2 regular and special education teachers. The 
coefficient alphas were reported as .78 for phonics, .70 for skills, and .64 for whole 
language (McCutchen, et al., 2002). Mergendoller and Sacks (1994) found that phonics 
scores correlated highly with skills scores and inversely with whole language scores, as 
was the case in previous studies. The TORP was administered a second time at the 
conclusion of the study, which confirmed a high test - retest reliability (Mergendoller & 
Sacks, 1994). In this study coefficient alphas were analyzed for the total and subscales of 
the TORP. 
Validity 
Concurrent validity of the TORP was established by administering the instrument 
to a sample of teachers. The teachers were selected to take the TORP by area reading 
coordinators or reading professionals who had observed them teaching. They gave the 
teachers a designation of phonics, skills, or whole language based on their observations. 
The responses of teachers on the TORP were compared to their group designations. 
Additionally, Ketner et al. (1997) found a high correlation between the TORP and 
Developmentally Appropriate Practices (DAP), the Smith Primary Teacher Questionnaire 
(PTQ), and the Traditional Practices Scale (TRAD) thus establishing convergent validity. 
DeFord (1985) conducted a pilot survey when developing the TORP scale. Factor 
analysis was conducted and the items divided into three general categories: phonics, 
skills, and whole language. High positive factor loadings occurred for phonics and skills 
items, while whole language had high negative loadings. In this study, exploratory factor 
analysis was conducted for the TORP to examine its multidimensionality and to further 
establish construct validity. 
Part 4: Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing 
Description 
Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing was measured by a 54 item scale developed 
by Pedulla et al. (2003). The original 80 item scale, Teacher Survey on the Impact of 
State-Mandated Testing Programs was comprised of eight sub scales: School Climate, 
Pressure on Teachers, Alignment of Classroom Practices with the State Test, Perceived 
Value of the State Test, Impact on the Content and Mode of Instruction, Test Preparation, 
Unintended Consequences of the State Test, and Use of State Test Results (Pedulla et al., 
2003). Four of the eight sub scales were used for this study: Pressure on Teachers, 
School Climate, Pevceived Value of the State Test, and Impact on Content and Mode of 
Instruction. Impact on the Content and Mode of Instruction were treated as two 
subscales: Impact on Mode of Instruction and Impact on Content. 
Pressure on Teachers was defined as, "pressures from administrators and parents 
to improve test scores, pressure to limit teaching to what is tested and to change teaching 
methods in ways that are not beneficial, and teachers' discontent with their profession" 
(Pedulla et al., 2003, section 11, para. 1). School Climate was defined as "teacher 
expectations for students, student morale, how conducive the climate was to learning, 
student motivation, and testing pressure on students" (Pedulla et al., 2003, section I, para. 
1). Perceived Values of the State Test was defined as "inferences that can be made from 
the test about quality of instruction, student learning, school effectiveness, the differences 
among various groups, the adequacy and appropriateness of media coverage of test 
results; and the costbenefit ratio of the testing program" (Pedulla et al., 2003, section IV, 
para. 1). Impact on the Content and Mode of Instruction was defined as "changes in the 
amount of time spent on a variety of activities and with the influence of the testing 
program on pedagogical practices and instructional emphasis" (Pedulla et al., 2003, 
section V, para. 1). 
Response categories for pressure on teachers, school climate, perceived value of 
the state test, and impact on mode of instruction and assignment of points were: 4 = 
Strongly Agree, 3 = Agree, 2 = Disagree, and 1 = Strongly Disagree. Response 
categories for impact on content are: 5 = Increased a Great Deal, 4 = Moderately 
Increased, 3 = Stayed About the Same, 2 = Moderately Decreased, and 1 = Decreased a 
Great Deal. The Pressure on Teachers subscale was measured by eight items (items 1-8). 
The score range for this subscale was 8-32, where higher scores were associated with 
strong feelings of pressure by teachers that were associated with the state test. Items that 
were negatively worded were reverse coded to aid in interpreting scale score results. The 
School Climate subscale was measured by nine items (items 9 to 17). The score range for 
this subscale was 9-36, where higher scores were associated with more positive 
perceptions about school climate. Items that were negatively worded were reverse coded 
to aid in interpreting scale score results. The Perceived Value of the State Test was 
measured by fourteen items (items 18-3 1). The score range for this subscale was 14-56, 
where higher scores were associated with teachers perceiving that the state test was 
valuable. Items that were negatively worded were reverse coded to aid in interpreting 
scale score results. The Impact on Mode of Instruction was measured by seven items 
(items 32 to 38). The score range for this subscale was 7-28, with agreement indicating a 
given practice having been either positively or negatively affected by the state testing 
program. Sixteen items were used to measure Impact on Content (items 39 to 54). The 
score range for this subscale was 16-80, where lower mean values represented decreased 
time and higher mean values represented increased time. The score range for the total 
scale was 54-232 (see Appendix A, Part 5). Table 3-5 presents scale and subscale items 
and an interpretation of scores for Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing. 
Scale Items and Interpretation of Scores for Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing 
Subscales Number of Item Response Score Range for 
Items Numbers Categories Subscales 
Scores 
Pressure on 8 1-8 4 = Strongly 8 to 32 
Teachers Agree, 
School Climate 9 9-17 3= Agree, 9 to 36 
Perceived Value 14 18-3 1 2 = Disagree, 14 to 56 
of the State Test 
1= Strongly 
Impact on Mode 7 32-38 Disagree 7 to 28 
of Instruction 
Impact on Content 16 39-54 5 = Increased a 16 to 80 
Great Deal 
4 = Moderately 
Increased 
3 = Stayed About 
the Same 
2 = Moderately 
Decreased 
1 = Decreased a 
Great Deal 
Total Scale 54 1-54 54-232 
Reliability 
Pedulla et al. (2003) reported that the Cronbach's alpha reliability for the pressure 
on teachers scale was .75, for the school climate scale was .64, for the perceived value of 
the state mandated test was .79, and for impact on the content and mode of instruction 
which clustered into three scales: impact on tested subject areas .57, impact on non-core 
subject areas .83, and impact on student and class activities .91. In this study, coefficient 
alphas were analyzed for the total scale and subscales for the attitudes toward high stakes 
testing. 
Validity 
Factor analysis was conducted on the Teacher Survey on the Impact of State- 
Mandated Testing Programs scale establishing construct validity (Pedulla et al., 2003). 
Exploratory factor analysis was conducted for the attitudes toward high stakes testing 
with three subscales to examine its multidimensionality and to further establish construct 
validity. 
Procedures: Ethical Considerations and Data Collection Methods 
1. Permission was obtained to use the scales adopted in this study before the 
collection of any data (see Appendix D) 
2. An online survey was devised and posted on the SurveyMonkey Web site 
(see Appendix A). The Web site contained information for consent, 
purpose, procedure, possible risks and benefits, assurance of anonymity, 
access to consent form, instructions, and the survey instrument. Once the 
Lynn University Institutional Review Board (IRB) approved the study, the 
survey on the Web site was made accessible. The date of accessibility was 
April 18,2008. 
3. Policies and Procedures for SurveyMonkey (see Appendix E). 
a. A fee of $19.95 was paid for a professional monthly subscription (see 
Appendix E). 
b. SurveyMonkey agreed not to track or record respondents IP or e-mail 
addresses, or other personal identification (see Appendix E). 
c. SurveyMonkey used SSL encryption to encrypt both the survey link 
and survey pager during transmission (see Appendix E). 
d. SurveyMonkey.com stored collected data on a professionally 
administered server. Data was stored in encrypted format. 
4. Upon approval from the Lynn University Institutional Review Board the 
study commenced (see Appendix G). 
5. The sample was selected by Affordable Marketing Tools. 
6.  An e-mail was sent from Affordable Marketing Tools lists to the sample, 
which included an invitation to participate in the online survey and the 
link to the authorization for voluntary consent and online survey (see 
Appendix C). 
a. The invitation was sent to individual e-mail addresses. This kept the 
mailing list unknown to any of its recipients. 
b. The invitation was sent using plain text format to prevent the 
recipients' mail server from affecting any viruses or from being 
blocked. 
c. A link to the survey appeared in the e-mail invitation. Participants 
were asked to copy and paste the link into their browser. 
d. The link took the participant to the "consent form" (see Appendix B). 
Following authorization of their consent, the participants clicked the "I 
agree" button and were then directed to a secure web page. If the "I do 
not agree" button was selected, the participant were taken back to the 
SurveyMonkey.com home page. 
e. The estimated time for the completion of the survey was fifteen 
minutes. 
f. Participation in the survey was voluntary and all responses were 
reported as group response. The researcher had no knowledge of who 
completed the survey and all participants were anonymous to the 
researcher. 
g. The respondents had to click a submit button once the survey was 
completed. 
7. No IP addresses or personal identifiers were tracked by the Web site. 
SurveyMonkey employs a third-party firm to conduct daily audits of their 
security, and the data resides behind the latest in firewall and intrusion 
prevention technology. Anonymity was maintained, however, no 
guarantee could be made regarding the inception of any data sent using the 
Internet by any third parties. Information was held in the strictest of 
confidence unless required, by law or regulation, that it be disclosed. 
a. The data collection process was conducted for one month and no 
longer than one year from the start date of the study. The start date 
was the date after IRB approval of the study, April 18, 2008 and the 
completion date was February 21,2009. 
b. The online questionnaires were removed by 11:59 pm Eastern time on 
the last day of data collection, February 21,2009. 
c. The IRB Report of Termination of Project was submitted to the IRB at 
the completion of data collection by the principal investigator. 
d. Data was analyzed using SPSS version 13. 
e. The researcher recorded the number of e-mails sent, the number of 
participants that entered SurveyMonkey, the number of surveys 
actually submitted, and the number of "usable" surveys. 
f. The data will be kept confidential and stored on password protected 
computers electronically. 
g. The data will be destroyed after five years. 
Methods of Data Analysis 
The data collected for the study was coded so that it could be assigned values to 
be put into the SPSS version 13 program. Descriptive statistics were conducted 
(frequency distributions, measures of central tendency, and variability). Coefficient 
alphas (Cronbach's) were conducted to estimate reliability. Exploratory factor analysis 
was conducted to establish construct validity of scales. 
For Research Question 1: What are the demographic and work profiles of K-6 
teachers, characteristics of their schools and students, theoretical orientation to reading, 
attitudes toward high stakes testing, and reading performance, frequency distributions, 
measures of central tendency, and variability were used. 
For Research Question 2: Are there differences in demographic and work profiles 
of K-6 teachers, characteristics of their schools and students, theoretical orientation to 
reading, attitudes toward high stakes testing, and reading performance according to high 
stakes versus low stakes schools, independent t tests were used to test for a difference 
between two individual groups on the means of a continuous variable and Chi Square 
tests were used to determine relationships between two categorical variables. 
For Research Question 3: Are there differences in demographic and work profiles 
of K-6 teachers, characteristics of their schools and students, theoretical orientation to 
reading, attitudes toward high stakes testing, and reading performance according to 
schools making AYP vs. schools that are not, independent t tests were used to test for a 
difference between two individual groups on the means of a continuous variable and Chi 
Square tests were used to determine relationships between two categorical variables. 
For Research Question 4: Are there differences in demographic and work profiles 
of K-6 teachers, characteristics of their schools and students, theoretical orientation to 
reading, attitudes toward high stakes testing, and reading performance according to Title 
1 vs. non-Title 1 schools, independent t tests were used to test for a difference between 
two individual groups on the means of a continuous variable and Chi Square tests were 
used to determine relationships between two categorical variables. 
For Research Question 5: Are there differences in theoretical orientation to 
reading, attitudes toward high stakes testing, and reading performance according to 
reading certificatiodendorsement and English as a Second Language (ESOL) 
certificatiodendorsement of K-6 teachers, independent t tests were performed. 
For Research Question 6: Are there differences in theoretical orientation to 
reading, attitudes toward high stakes testing, and reading performance according to 
Reading First and Non-Reading First schools, independent t tests were performed. 
The notation that was used to represent the variables tested in the hypotheses in 
the study is as follows: 
Demographic Explanatory Variables for HI and H2 
XI =Gender 
X2 =Race 
X3 = Ethnicity 
X4 = Highest Degree 
X5 = Certification 
Xs = Reading Certification/Endorsement 
X7 = English as a Second Language CertificationEndorsement 
Xs =Age 
Work Profile Characteristics Explanatory Variables for HI and H2 
X9 =Job Title 
Xlo = Grade Level Teaching 
XI 1 = Teaching Years 
X12= State Mandated Testing 
School Characteristics Explanatory Variables for H1 and H2 
X13 = High Stakes Testing 
X14 = Title 1 School 
X15 = Reading First 
X16 = School In Need of Improvement 
X17 = Adequate Yearly Progress 
X18 = School Grade 
X19 = UrbadSuburbadRural 
X~ , J  = State 
Student Characteristics Explanatory Variables for H1 and H2 
X21 = White 
XZ2 = Black 
X23 = American IndiadAlaskan Native 
XZ4 = Asian 
Xz5 = Native HawaiiadPacific Islander 
X26 = HispanicILatino 
X27 = Non HispanicILatino 
X28 = Limited English Proficient 
X29 = Special Education/Exceptional Student Education 
TORP Explanatory Variables for H1 and H2 
X30 = TOW: Phonics 
X3i =TOW: Skills 
X32 = TORP: Whole Language 
X33 = TORP: Bipolar (whole language-phonics) 
Explanatory Variables for H2 
X34 = High Stakes: Pressure on Teachers 
X35 = High Stakes: School Climate 
X36 = High Stakes: Value of Test 
X37 = High Stakes: Impact on Content 
X38 = High Stakes: Impact on Mode of Instruction 
Dependent Variables for Respective Hypotheses 
Y1 = High Stakes: Total 
Y2 = High Stakes: Pressure on Teachers 
Y3 = High Stakes: School Climate 
Y4 = High Stakes: Value of Test 
Y5 = High Stakes: Impact on Content 
Y6 = High Stakes: Impact on Modes of Instruction 
Y7 = Reading Performance 
Po= constant (Standardized Regression Coefficient = Beta) 
e = error 
For Hypothesis 1: Demographic and work profiles of K-6 teachers, 
characteristics of their schools and students, and theoretical orientation to reading, are 
significant explanatory variables of attitudes toward high stakes testing, four multiple 
regression analysis were used. One for the total score and five multiple regression 
analyses using the enter method were used for each sub hypotheses. Hypothesis 1 had 
the dependent variable as the total score for the scale, attitude toward the impact of high 
stakes testing. Using notation, the multiple regression model tested in Hypothesis l a  was 
Hypothesis l a  changed the dependent variable attitude toward the impact of high 
stakes testing to pressure on teachers. Using notation, the multiple regression model 
tested in Hypothesis l a  was 
Hypothesis l b  changed the dependent variable to attitude toward the impact of 
high stakes testing to school climate. Using notation, the multiple regression model tested 
in Hypothesis lb  was 
Hypothesis Ic  changed the dependent variable to the impact of high stakes testing 
to perceived value of the state test. Using notation, the multiple regression model tested 
in Hypothesis l c  was 
Hypothesis Id changed the dependent variable to the impact of high stakes testing 
to impact on content. Using notation, the multiple regression model tested in Hypothesis 
Id was 
Hypothesis l e  changed the dependent variable to the impact of high stakes testing 
to impact on mode of instruction. Using notation, the multiple regression model tested in 
Hypothesis l e  was 
For Hypothesis 2: Demographic and work profiles of K-6 teachers, 
characteristics of their schools and students, theoretical orientation to reading, and 
attitudes toward high stakes testing are significant explanatory variables of reading 
performance, multiple regression was used to examine explanatory relationships. Using 
notation, the multiple regression model tested in Hypothesis 2 was 
Evaluation of Research Methods 
Internal Validity 
Internal Validity Strengths 
1. An internal validity strength of the study was that it used an explanatory 
(correlational) research design. 
2. An internal validity strength of the study was the use of multiple regression 
analysis to examine the relationships among attribute and dependent variables. 
3. Another internal validity strength of the study was that different explanatory 
variables were accounted for in the multiple regression analysis, which could 
explain their influence on the dependent variable. 
4. A large sample of 10,000 was selected in an attempt to obtain a minimum 
response rate of 5% (500) to strengthen the internal validity with a sufficient 
sample for complex data analysis (multiple regression and EFA). 
Internal Validity Weaknesses 
1. A weakness of the internal validity of the study was that the study was not an 
experimental design, which threatens the ability in drawing causal inferences. 
2. A response rate smaller than 5% posed a threat to the internal validity of the 
study. 
External Validity 
External Validity Strengths 
1. A simple random sampling plan was used to help ensure that all members of the 
accessible population had an equal chance of being chosen to participate in the 
study, strengthening the external validity of the study. A large national sample of 
10,000 K-6 teachers was sought in an attempt to obtain a minimum response rate 
of 5% (500) to strengthen the external validity of the study (generalizing findings 
of the study). This form of simple random sampling can lead to generalizing 
study findings from the sample to the accessible population, and reduces sampling 
bias. 
2. An external validity strength of the study was that the survey took place in a 
natural environment. 
External Validity Weaknesses 
1. Teachers being surveyed were only those that had access to the Internet. 
2. Disadvantages to using a simple random sampling plan are the chance of 
sampling error, although it is generally small (Christensen, 2004). 
3. A response rate smaller than 5% posed a threat to the external validity of the 
study. 
Chapter I11 described the research methods used to answer the research questions 
and also the research methods used to test the hypotheses about the relationship among 
demographic and work profiles of K-6 teachers, characteristics of their schools and 
students, theoretical orientation to reading, attitudes toward high stakes testing, and 
reading performance. Specifically, the chapter discussed the research design, the 
sampling plan, the instruments, procedures, data collection methods, and methods of data 
analysis. Chapter IV offers the findings of this study. 
CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS 
Chapter IV presents the findings of the study about the relationship among 
demographic and work profiles of K-6 teachers, characteristics of their schools and 
students, theoretical orientation to reading, attitudes toward high stakes testing, and 
reading performance. The data collected from the online surveys were analyzed using the 
Statistical Program for the Social Sciences (SPSS) 13.0. The reliability and validity of 
the subscales and total scales used in this study were examined and reported. Descriptive 
and inferential statistics were used to answer the research questions and conduct the 
hypotheses testing. 
Final Data Producing Sample 
The target population for the study was kindergarten through sixth grade, 
elementary public school teachers in the United States. Information available from the 
National Center for Educational Statistics estimated that the number of public school 
teachers in the United States for the 2005-2006, school year was 3,136,921 (U.S. 
Department of Education, 2005-2006, Table 5). The bureau of labor statistics estimates 
1,710,000 teachers are teaching in Kindergarten (11%) and elementary grades (89%) 
(U.S. Department of Labor, 2007, Projections Data Table). 
A total of 10,000 surveys were sent out via e-mail by Affordable Marketing Tools 
to 10,000 Kindergarten through sixth grade, elementary public school teachers in the 
United States. The total number of people starting the survey was 15 1. The total number 
of people completing the survey was 115. Of the 115 surveys, 102 of the surveys were 
usable. The response rate was 1.02%. Of the 102 responding to the survey, 17.8% were 
Kindergarten teachers, 16.8% were first grade teachers, 8.9% were second grade teachers, 
18.8% were third grade teachers, 13.9% were fourth grade teachers, 20.8% were fifth 
grade teachers, 0.99% were sixth grade teachers, and 2.9% did not respond to the 
question. The age of teachers for the sample population closely matches the ages of 
teachers for the target population with the average age from the sample 41 and the target 
42. The average number of years teaching experience for the sample was 13 and the 
target 14. However, the sample size is not sufficient to generalize findings with 
confidence to the target population. A comparative analysis of the sample with the target 
population is presented in Table 4-1. 
Table 4-1 
Comparative Analysis of the Sample with the Target Population 
Teacher Characteristics Target (K-12) Sample (K-6) Percentage 
Public and Public Differences 
Private (+,-I 
Gender N = 3,450.000 N =  101 
Male 
Female 
Age 
Under 35 
35-49 
50+ 
Average Age of Teachers 
Degree 
DoctorateISpecialist 
Master's 
Bachelor's 
Years of Teaching Experience 
3 or less 
4-9 
10-18 
19+ 
Average number of years teaching 
Table 4- 1 Continued 
Teacher Characteristics Target (K-12) Sample (K-6) Percentage 
Public and Public Differences 
Private (+,-I 
Teaching Grade of Respondents N = 1,710,000 N = 102 
Kindergarten N = 170,000 
Elementary N = 1,540,000 
Elementary grades 1-5 89.0% 
Kindergarten 11.0% 
First 
Second 
Third 
Fourth 
Fifth 
Sixth 
No Response to Question 
+ Sample is over represented. - Sample is under represented. 
Validity and Reliability of Scales 
The survey was comprised of four parts including two different scales. The 
Theoretical Orientation to Reading scale measures teachers' beliefs about how to teach 
reading and has three subscales that identify teacher beliefs as being phonics, skills, or 
whole language in orientation and a fourth subscale measures teachers' beliefs about 
reading as phonics, whole language, or balanced literacy. The second scale measures 
Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing. This scale is comprised of five subscales: 
Pressure on Teachers, School Climate, Perceived Values of the State Test, Impact on 
Mode of Instruction, and Impact on Content. Reliability and validity analysis for the 
Theoretical Orientation to Reading and Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing scales 
were conducted before answering the research questions and testing the hypotheses to 
ensure the adequacy of their psychometric qualities. 
Exploratory Factor Analysis and Coefficient Alpha Analysis of 
Part 3: Theoretical Orientation to Reading 
For Part 3: Theoretical Orientation to Reading, participants responded to a 28- 
item multidimensional, 5-point semantic differential scale, with anchors of strongly agree 
(1) and strongly disagree (5). The scale examines teacher beliefs about reading, which 
indicated either a phonics, skills, or whole language approach to reading. There are three 
subscales to the TOW instrument. Ten items were used to represent both phonics (1, 2, 
3, 6, 9, 10, 12, 20,21, and22) andskills (4, 8, 11, 13, 14, 16, 19, 24, 25, and28) 
orientations to reading. Eight items (5, 7, 15, 17, 18, 23,26, and 27) represented a whole 
language orientation to reading. All items were assigned points that corresponded to the 
agreement or disagreement with the statement. Items 5, 7, 15, 17, 18, 23, 26, and 27 
were reverse scored prior to conducting the statistical analysis. The score range is 8 to 40 
for the whole language subset and 10-50 for both the phonics and skills subsets. The 
points for all items are summed to achieve a total score. Lower scores are indicative of a 
phonics orientation, moderate scores indicate a skills orientation, and higher scores 
indicate a whole language orientation to reading (DeFord, 1985). A score in the range of 
28-65 is reflective of a phonics belief about reading; a score in the range of 66-1 10 is 
reflective of a skills belief about teaching reading; and a score in the range of 11 1-140 is 
reflective of a whole language belief about reading (Ketner et al., 1997). A fourth 
subscale, a bipolar whole language-phonics orientation score, was created by subtracting 
teachers' phonics scores from their whole language scores (Mergendoller & Sacks, 
1994). 
Before factor analysis was conducted on the Theoretical Orientation to Reading 
scale, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy was conducted resulting 
in an outcome of .737. Outcomes between 0.7 and 0.8 are considered good and indicate 
that factor analysis is appropriate. Additionally, Bartlett's Test of Sphericity was 
conducted resulting in a significance value of .000, which is highly significant, indicating 
again, that factor analysis on the scale is appropriate (Field, 2005). 
To further establish construct validity of the Theoretical Orientation to Reading 
scale, principal components analysis with varimax rotation was conducted. Exploratory 
factor analysis was conducted on the 28- item Theoretical Orientation to Reading scale. 
Three factors, phonics (PH), skills (SK), and whole language (WL) were expected to 
emerge from the analysis. Items with eigenvalues greater than 1.0 were used to extract 
factors. Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) resulted in eight factors being extracted. The 
eigenvalue totals range from 1.011 to 6.353 and the total variance explained was 
65.423%. The factor loadings were as follows: factor 1 consisted of eight items with 
factor loadings ranging from ,472 to .771, factor 2 consisted of five items with factor 
loadings ranging from -.521 to ,666, factor 3 consisted of three items with factor loadings 
ranging from .656 to .811, factor 4 consisted of three items with factor loadings ranging 
from .687 to ,742, factor 5 consisted of three items with factor loadings ranging from 
.449 to .762, factor 6 consisted of two items with factor loadings of .526 to ,805, factor 7 
consisted of two items with factor loadings of .406 to 354, and factor 8 consisted of one 
item with a loading of .732. Table 4-2 shows the initial factor item loadings for Part 3: 
Theoretical Orientation to Reading ProJile Scale before extraction. 
Initial Factor Item Loadings for Part 3: 28- Item Theoretical Orientation to Reading 
Profile Scale Before Extraction 
Item # and 
Part 3: L L L L L L L k e*  Theoretical % e w LO m 8 * m 8 t. m 
e B %& c I0 %" G ,O 2$ b k  e B %L e I0 %" Orientation % 
.- U 
e I0 
5: 5 m" a m" z m" a q C Q  . - U  to Reading g  a .a tu am" u a 
Profile cl g k  cl g k  cl g k  cl g k  cl g k  cl g k  cl g k  cl 
Scalea 
PHI 
SK13 
PHlO 
PH9 
SK8 
SK14 
pH20 
PH6 
SKI 6 
PH22 
WL17 
WL5 
WL18 
WL26 
WL15 
SK24 
SK2.5 
PH2 
SK4 
WL7 
WL27 
PH3 
WL23 
SK28 
pH12 
PH2 1 
SK19 
SKl 1 ,242 ,153 .360 .732 
aNote. PH=Phonics, SK=Skills, WL=Whole Language 
To reduce the number of factors in the analysis and to evaluate the factor loadings 
in terms of theory and comprehensibility, the researcher extracted three factors (Garson, 
2008). The three factors extracted for the factor analysis accounted for 42.048% of the 
total variance explained. Eigenvalues ranged from 1.970 to 6.353. For the factor 
loadings a cutoff of 0.4 was established (Garson, 2008). The factor loadings and names 
of the factors are: factor 1 (phonics) consisted of 11 items ranging from ,434 to .778 and 
included 6 phonics items and 5 skills items, factor 2 (skills) consisted of 10 items ranging 
from .400 to .645 and included 5 skills items, 2 phonics items, and 3 whole language 
items, and factor 3 (whole language) consisted of 8 items ranging from -.403 to ,638 and 
included 4 whole language items, 2 skills items, and 2 phonics items. 
Three items had loadings of .4 or higher on more than one factor. Skills #16 
loaded on factor 2 (skills) and factor 3 (whole language) but was analyzed as part of 
factor 2 (skills). Skills #19 loaded on factor 2 (skills) and factor 3 (whole language) and 
was analyzed as part of factor 2 (skills). Phonics #20 loaded on both factor 1 (phonics) 
and factor 3 (whole language) but was analyzed under factor 1 (phonics). Subsequent to 
this analysis, four skills items that loaded on Factor 1 (phonics) and three phonics items 
and three whole language items that loaded on factor 2 (skills) were not considered in 
hrther analysis due to the fact that they did not fit the theoretical construct of the factor 
loadings. This resulted in an 18-item scale comprised of seven phonics items, six skills 
items, and five whole language items. Table 4-3 shows the factor item loadings for Part 
3: 28-Item Theoretical Orientation to Reading Pvofile Scale after a three factor 
extraction. 
Table 4-3 
Factor Item Loadings for Part 3: 28- Item Theoretical Orientation to Reading Profile 
Scale Afer Factor Extraction 
Item # and Loadings for Loadings for Loadings for 
Part 3: Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 
Theoretical Phonics (PH) Skills (SK) Whole Language (WL) 
Orientation to 
Reading 
Profile Scale" 
SKI3 .778 -. 124 .lo6 
pH20 .723 -.403 
PH 10 .723 -.255 
PH 1 .694 -.I76 
SK8 .642 .lo3 -.302 
SKI4 .63 1 -. 162 
pH22 .611 -.324 
PH6 .581 -.I27 -.392 
PH9 .569 
SKI 1 .523 
SK28 ,434 .329 
SK25 -.252 .645 
PH2 ,581 .I24 
WL26 -.306 .565 
SK4 ,107 .548 ,181 
WL15 ,525 .290 
SK24 ,182 .507 
WL7 .253 ,470 ,201 
SK19 ,265 .455 -.432 
PH2 1 -.203 .422 -.250 
pH12 .310 .392 
WL23 -.228 ,337 .638 
WL27 .591 
WL18 -.298 .580 
PH3 .386 .261 -.574 
WL5 .236 .545 
SK16 .339 .400 -.424 
WL17 -.I09 ,306 .343 
"Note. PH=Phonics, SK=Skills, WL=Whole Language 
For the 28-item, Part 3: Theoretical Orientation to Reading Profile Scale, the 
internal consistency reliability was calculated using Cronbach's alpha. For the total scale 
the overall Cronbach's Alpha reported was ,761. The scale had an internal consistency 
above the recommended cutoff point of 0.7 (Field, 2005). By eliminating item whole 
language (WL) #18, the alpha would increase to ,783. 
Based on exploratory factor analysis, there was a total of 18 items for the 
Theoretical Orientation to Reading scale. The coefficient alpha for the 18-item scale was 
.605. A cut-off of .70 for alpha is widely accepted, however some use a more lenient cut- 
off of .60 (Garson, 2008). Deleting item WL #18 would increase the alpha of the total 
18-item scale slightly to .658. Item WL #18 was retained, however, because it measures 
the same construct and does not increase the total scale alpha significantly (Garson, 
2008). Table 4-3 shows the corrected item-total correlations and the alpha if items 
deleted for the revised 18-item scale. The Cronbach's alpha if item deleted for the total 
scale is reported in Table 4-4. 
Table 4-4 
Corrected Item-total Correlations and Cronbach 's Aluha i f  Item Deleted for Part 3: 18- 
Item Theoretical Orientation to Reading Profile scale (Total Scale CoefJicient Alpha= 
,605) 
Item Corrected Item-Total Cronbach's Alpha if Item 
Correlation ~ e l e t e d  
pH20 .448 ,553 
PHlO .364 ,566 
PHI ,444 .551 
pH22 .418 .562 
PH6 .214 .592 
pH9 .393 ,568 
PH3 .380 ,566 
SK28 ,281 ,585 
SK25 ,067 ,607 
SK4 ,174 .597 
SK24 ,320 .579 
SKI 9 ,372 ,570 
SKI 6 ,409 ,561 
WL23 -.070 .632 
WL27 ,048 .619 
WL18 -.I92 .658 
WL5 -.032 .630 
WL17 .059 .616 
Based on EFA there were three subscales of the Theoretical Orientation to 
Reading scale: a 7 item Phonics subscale (a = .845), a 6 item Skills subscale (a = .628), 
and a 5 item Whole Language subscale (a = .623) resulting in a 18 item scale. The alpha 
increased by eliminating items WL23 (a = .632), WL18 (a = .658), and WL5 (a = ,630) 
for the Whole Language subscale. Two subscales have minimally acceptable coefficient 
alphas. The item-total correlation for all three subscales was reported above the .3 cut- 
off, which indicates that all items could be retained for the subscales (Garson, 2008). The 
coefficient alphas and the corrected item total correlations for the revised 18 item 
Theoretical Orientation to Reading Profile subscales is reported in Table 4-5. 
Table 4-5 
Coefficient Alphas and Corrected Item-total Correlations for Revised Part 3: 18- Item 
Theoretical Orientation to Reading Profile Subscales 
(Total Scale Coeficient Alpha = .605) 
Item Corrected Item Total Cronbach's Alpha if Item 
Correlation Deleted 
Phonics 7 Items 
(score range 7-35) 
Coefficient a = .845 
pH20 
PH 10 
PHI 
pH22 
PH6 
PH9 
PH3 
Skills 6 Items 
(score range 6-30) 
Coefficient a = .628 
SK28 
SK25 
SK4 
SK24 
SK19 
SKI6 
Whole Language 5 Items 
(score range 5-25) 
Coefficient a = .623 
WL23 
WL27 
WL18 
WL5 
WL17 
Total Scale 18 Items 
(score range 18-90) 
Coefficient a = .605 
Exploratory Factor Analysis and Coefficient Alpha Analysis of 
Part 4: Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing 
For Part 4: Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing, participants responded to a 54- 
item multidimensional scale comprised of five subscales. The subscales: Pressure on 
Teachers, School Climate, Perceived Value of the State Test, Impact on Mode of 
Instruction have anchors of strongly agree (4) and strongly disagree (1). The subscale of 
Impact on Content has anchors of greatly increased (5) and greatly decreased (1). The 
scale examined teacher attitudes toward high stakes testing. Eight items were used to 
represent Pressure on Teachers (item numbers 1-8), School Climate consisted of nine 
items (items 9-17), Perceived Value of the State Test consisted of 14 items (items 18-31), 
Impact on Mode of Instruction consisted of seven items (items 32-38), and Impact on 
Content consisted of 16 items (items 39-54). All items were given points that 
corresponded to the agreement or disagreement with the statement. Items that were 
negatively worded on the Pressure on Teachers, School Climate, and Perceived Value of 
the State Test were reverse scored prior to conducting the statistical analysis. 
To further establish construct validity of the Attitudes Toward High Stakes 
Testing scale, principal components analysis with varimax rotation was conducted. Five 
factors, pressure on teachers (PRES), school climate (SC), perceived value of the state 
test (PV), impact on mode of instruction (MIN), and impact on content (MCON) were 
expected to emerge from the analysis. Items with eigenvalues greater than 1.0 were used 
to extract factors. Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) resulted in 12 factors being 
extracted. The eigenvalue totals range from 1.128 to 13.091 and the total variance 
explained was 73.53%. The factor loadings were as follows: factor 1 consisted of 12 
items with factor loadings ranging from .470 to .909, factor 2 consisted of six items with 
factor loadings ranging from .550 to ,849, factor 3 consisted of five items with factor 
loadings ranging from .595 to 371, factor 4 consisted of five items with factor loadings 
ranging from .405 to 214, factor 5 consisted of five items with factor loadings ranging 
from .429 to .747, factor 6 consisted of three items with factor loadings ranging from 
.470 to 338, factor 7 consisted of four items with factor loadings ranging from .646 to 
352, factor 8 consisted of two items with factor loadings ranging from -.645 to -.780, 
factor 9 consisted of two items with factor loadings ranging from .471 to -.737, factor 10 
consisted of two items with factor loadings ranging from .677 to 349, factor 11 consisted 
of two items with factor loadings ranging from -.434 to .676, and factor 12 consisted of 
one item with a factor loading of .707. Table 4-6 shows the factor item loadings for Part 
4: Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing Scale. 
Table 4-6 
Initial Factor Item Loadings for Part 4: 54- Item Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing Scale 
Item # and Loadings Loadings Loadings Loadings Loadings Loadings Loadings Loadings Loadings Loadings Loadings Loadings 
Part 4: for for for for for for for for for for for for 
Attitudes Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor 
Toward High 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
Stakes Testing 
Scale 
MCONl5 .909 -.I39 
MCON8 .908 ,135 -.I70 -.lo1 
MCON14 .899 ,134 -.lo9 
MCON9 389 ,213 -.I40 
MCONl 1 .877 -.lo7 -.I17 -.I19 ,108 -.lo6 
MCONl 0 .867 ,153 -.lo3 ,104 ,102 -.I12 
MCON5 341 -.lo6 -. 164 .I13 ,104 -.I17 
MCON7 .829 -.I42 -.207 -.I20 .I17 -.I36 
MCON12 .823 ,106 ,152 -.226 -.I35 
MCON6 .723 ,114 -.lo8 -.I93 -.I80 .141 -.241 
MCON13 .718 -.lo1 ,257 .289 .127 
MCON2 .470 -.I46 -.227 -.226 ,454 ,311 -.I15 -.I32 ,100 
PV8 -.305 -.292 ,243 ,215 .161 -.203 ,295 .I90 .277 
PV2 ,110 .849 ,104 -.I21 
PV4 ,115 .690 ,186 .I82 -.I84 -.I78 -.I63 
PV3 .673 -.267 ,198 ,129 .399 
PV1 .669 -.201 .lo2 -.I67 ,344 
PV5 .589 ,183 ,260 ,334 ,244 -.lo5 ,239 
PV6 .550 .142 -.I43 ,171 ,144 ,297 -.427 -.234 
PV13 ,312 .391 -.I82 ,198 ,306 .I78 -.lo6 -.331 
SC2 .871 
SC3 ,130 .793 -.I72 ,226 -.I34 -.lo9 ,103 
SC5 .720 ,252 ,127 ,228 
SC1 ,199 .645 -.253 -.I45 ,161 ,394 -.I80 
SC4 .595 -.313 ,178 -.239 ,351 .3 1 1 
SC7 -.255 .814 ,213 ,168 -.lo6 
Table 4-6 Continued 
Item # and Loadings Loadings Loadings Loadings Loadings Loadings Loadings Loadings Loadings Loadings Loadings Loadings 
Part 4: for for for for for for for for for for for for 
Attitudes Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor 
Toward High 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
Stakes Testing 
Scale" 
SC6 -.I22 2312 ,119 -.I38 
SC9 -.362 .595 .I26 ,233 ,145 ,166 ,288 
PV9 .366 .406 ,253 365 ,219 .I 16 
PRES6 -.389 -.I59 .405 ,364 ,182 ,230 -.lo1 -.I80 ,209 
MIN4 -.I50 .747 ,130 ,281 -.I25 
MINl -.I39 ,115 .743 .lo9 ,213 .174 -.I14 
MIN3 -.262 .207 ,216 .622 .I16 -.292 .lo3 
PVlO -.I48 -.288 .3 84 .617 -.280 ,131 ,182 
MIN7 -.I98 ,281 .429 ,352 -.290 ,121 -.336 
PRESl -.204 .838 -.I25 
PRES2 -.363 ,143 .786 -.I58 
c. 
PRES4 -.300 ,294 .614 -.lo0 -.I95 -.lo8 -.I49 
0 PRES3 
VI ,121 .470 ,291 ,416 ,185 ,289 PRESS -.316 ,290 ,290 .337 ,123 -. 168 -.219 ,113 ,170 
MIN6 .I46 ,203 ,144 ,159 .852 
MIN5 -.I26 ,119 ,121 .850 
MIN2 ,116 ,315 .646 -. 183 
MCONl -.I95 ,220 -.780 
MCON3 -.228 -.I41 ,110 ,357 ,256 -.645 .I57 ,156 
SC8 -.237 ,256 -.I57 .255 ,282 ,212 -.303 .334 ,317 
PV12 -.212 -.I87 -.737 .I64 .I16 
PRES7 ,109 .299 ,360 -.212 -.320 -.I74 ,280 .471 ,140 -.I58 
PVll  -.205 -.lo2 .849 
PV14 -.241 -.281 -.I12 ,269 -.lo6 .677 
PV7 -.I56 -.lo4 .3 17 ,187 .I66 .I76 ,111 -.25 1 .676 
MCON4 .324 -.I89 .25 1 -.226 -.279 ,153 ,297 -.I77 -.434 
PRES8 -.I99 .I11 -.I32 ,226 ,121 .356 -.lo0 -.I43 .707 
MCON 1 6 .119 ,168 -.229 ,267 ,238 -.343 ,342 -.331 -.361 
"Note. MCON=Impact on content, PV=Perceived value of  the state test, SC=School Climate, PRES=Pressure on teachers, MIN=Impact on mode of  inst~uction 
An examination of the initial factor loadings of the 54 items resulted in certain 
factors emerging and closely aligned with the original scales. The factors theoretically 
aligned with the original scales as follows: factor 1 aligned with Impact on Content, 
factor 2 aligned with Perceived Value of the State Test, factor 3 aligned with School 
Climate, factor 5 aligned with Impact on Mode of Instruction, and factor 6 aligned with 
Pressure on Teachers. To reduce the number of factors in the analysis and to evaluate 
the factor loadings in terms of theory and comprehensibility, the researcher extracted five 
factors (Garson, 2008). Factor 4 had three school climate items that loaded on it, 
however, factor 3 was better representative of school climate; therefore, factor 4 was 
eliminated. Factor 7 had three impact on mode of instruction items that loaded on it but 
factor 5 was better representative of impact on mode of instruction; therefore, factor 7 
was eliminated. Factors 8, 9, 10, 11, and 12 were eliminated due to the fact that they 
were not interpretable (Garson, 2008). 
From the original 54-item Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing scale the 
following items were retained: six items from Pressure on Teachers, five items from 
School Climate, eight items from Perceived Value of the State Test, four items from 
Impact on Mode of Instruction, and 13 items fkom Impact on Content. The items for 
factor three, School Climate, had negative loadings. Lower scale score results for the 
School Climate subscale indicate more negative perceptions about school climate. The 
five factors extracted for the factor analysis accounted for 60.74% of the total variance 
that was explained. Eigenvalues ranged from 1.828 to 10.588. Factor loadings were 
evaluated in terms of theory (Garson, 2008). 
The.factor loadings for only 36 of the original 54 items were as follows: factor 1 
(impact on mode of instruction) consisted of 13 items ranging from .429 to .868, factor 2 
(perceived value of the state test) consisted of 8 items ranging from .363 to .768, factor 3 
(school climate) consisted of 5 items ranging from -.432 to -.768, factor 4 (pressure on 
teachers) consisted of 6 items ranging from .216 td ,581, and factor 5 consisted of 4 items 
ranging from -.43 1 to -.5 10. Therefore, the Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing scale is 
a thirty-six item multidimensional scale. Table 4-7 shows the results of the Factor Item 
Loadings for Part 4: 36- Item Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing After Factor 
Extraction. 
Table 4-7 
Factor Item Loadings for Part 4: 36- Item Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing Afer 
Factor Extraction 
Item Impact on Perceived School Pressure on Impact on 
Content Value of the Climate Teachers Mode of 
State Test Instruction 
Factor 1 I Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 
MCON15 .868 ,155 .214 -. 163 
MCON8 
MCON14 
MCON9 
MCONl1 
MCONlO 
MCON5 
MCON7 
MCONl2 
MCON6 
MCON13 
MCON2 
MCON4 
PV2 
PV4 
PV3 
PVl 
PV5 
PV6 
PV13 
PV9 
SC2 
SC3 
SC5 
SC1 
SC4 
PRES 1 
PRES2 
PRES4 
PRES3 
PRES8 
PRESS 
MIN4 
MINl 
MIN3 
MIN7 
Cronbach's alpha was used to calculate the internal consistency reliability of Part 
4: 36- item Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing scale. The reliability of the scale was 
adequate at a = .786. According to Garson (2008) for an adequate scale the alpha should 
be at least .70. The corrected item-total correlation and Cronbach's alpha if item deleted 
are reported in Table 4-8. The reliability of the scale would increase to ,802 by deleting 
item MIN3 but is retained because it is a measure of the construct (Garson, 2008). 
Table 4-8 
Corrected Item-Total Cowelation and Cronbach's Alpha ifltem Deleted for Part 4: 36- 
Item Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing for the Total Scale a = .786 
Item Corrected Item-Total Cronbach's A l ~ h a  if Item 
Correlation ~ e l e t e d  
PRES 1 -.072 .793 
PRES2 -.238 ,799 
PRES4 -.075 ,794 
PRES3 -.035 .792 
PRES8 -.I66 ,799 
PRESS -.243 .799 
MIN4 ,009 ,791 
MIN 1 -.042 .795 
MIN3 -.I89 .SO2 
MIN7 -.I43 ,799 
SC2 ,046 ,787 
SC3 ,167 ,784 
SC5 ,166 ,784 
SCl ,229 ,783 
SC4 ,094 ,787 
PV2 ,396 ,777 
PV4 ,395 ,777 
PV3 ,154 ,786 
PV1 ,263 ,781 
PV5 ,249 ,782 
PV6 ,302 ,780 
PV13 ,409 ,775 
MCON15 ,658 ,763 
MCON8 ,658 ,763 
MCON14 ,702 ,761 
MCON9 ,688 .761 
MCONl1 ,682 ,762 
MCON 1 0 ,753 ,758 
MCON5 ,564 ,768 
MCON7 ,610 ,765 
MCON12 ,715 ,759 
MCON6 ,477 ,773 
MCON13 ,512 ,770 
MCON2 ,326 ,779 
MCON4 ,199 ,786 
The final subscales for the 36-item Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing scale 
were the 13-Item Impact on Content (a=.957), 8-Item Perceived Value of the State Test 
(a=.805), 5-Item School Climate (a=.81 l), 6-Item Pressure on Teachers (a=.797), and 4- 
Item Impact on Mode of Instruction (a=.788). The corrected item total correlation and 
Cronbach's alpha if item deleted for Part 4: 36-Item Attitudes Toward High Stakes 
Testing Subscales is shown in Table 4-9. 
Table 4-9 
Corrected Item Total Correlation and Cronbach's Aluha i f  Item Deleted for Part 4: 36- 
Item Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing ~ubscales ( ~ i t a l  Scale ~ o e k c i e n t  Alpha = 
,786) 
Items Corrected Item-Total Cronbach's Alpha if Item 
Correlation Deleted 
Impact on Content 13 Items 
(score range 13-65) 
Coefficient a = .957 
MCON15 ,889 ,951 
MCON8 ,883 ,951 
MCON14 ,890 ,951 
MCON9 ,856 ,951 
MCONl1 ,888 ,951 
MCONlO ,908 ,950 
MCON5 ,858 .951 
MCON7 348 ,952 
MCON12 .828 ,952 
MCON6 ,749 .954 
MCON13 .667 ,956 
MCON2 .580 ,958 
MCON4 ,371 ,966 
Perceived Value of the State Test 8 Items 
(score range 8-32) 
Coefficient a = 305 
PV2 ,747 .748 
PV4 ,613 ,769 
PV3 ,453 ,793 
PVl ,499 .785 
PV5 .564 .777 
PV6 ,539 ,779 
PV13 ,386 ,803 
PV9 ,387 ,802 
School Climate 5 Items 
(score range 5-20) 
Coefficient a = .811 
SC2 ,733 ,738 
SC3 .645 ,761 
SC5 ,485 ,807 
SCl .597 ,774 
SC4 ,566 ,789 
Table 4-9 Continued 
Items Corrected Item-Total Cronbach's Alpha if Item 
Correlation Deleted 
Pressure on Teachers 6 Items 
(score range 6-24) 
Coefficient a = .797 
PRESl ,708 .729 
PRES2 .716 ,727 
PRES4 ,590 ,756 
PRES3 ,349 ,810 
PRESS ,472 .785 
PRES 5 ,502 ,776 
Mode of Instruction 4 Items 
(score range 4-16) 
Coefficient a = .788 
MIN4 ,624 ,725 
MIN l ,640 ,713 
MIN3 ,642 .7 1 1 
MIN7 
Total Scale 36 Items 
(score range 36-157) ,491 ,789 
Coefficient a = .786 
The scales were modified to reflect the best possible psychometric qualities for 
the study. The next steps were to answer the research questions and test the hypotheses. 
Research Questions 
Research Question 1 
What are the demographic profiles and work profiles of K-6 teachers, characteristics of 
their schools and characteristics of their students, theoretical orientation to reading, 
attitudes toward high stakes testing, and reading performance? 
Teacher Demographic Profile Characteristics 
The frequency distribution and measures of central tendency (mean) of teachers' 
gender, race, ethnicity, age, highest educational degree, teacher education program 
leading to elementary certification, reading certification/endorsement, and English as a 
Second Language (ESOL) certification/endorsement are shown in Table 4-10. There 
were 16 (15.84%) males and 85 (84.16%) females, the majority were white 84 (53.46%), 
88 (93.62%) were not Hispanic or Latino, 52 (52%) had a master's degree and 35 (35%) 
had a bachelor's degree while 66 (64.7%) reported receiving certification through a four- 
year B.A. or B.S. certification program and 15 (14.71%) reported receiving certification 
through a master's degree certification program. The majority of the teachers reported 
having no reading certificatiodendorsement (71%) and no ESOL Certification/ 
endorsement (71%). The average age of teachers was 41 years of age, with the ages 
ranging from 23 to 84. The majority of the respondents were in the age categories 23-45 
(N = 65) and 46-55 (N = 23). 
Table 4-10 
Teacher Demographic Profile Characteristics 
Demographic Profde Frequency Valid Percent Mean 
Variables 
Gender 
Male 
Female 
Total 
Race 
White 
Black or Afiican American 
American IndianIAlaskan Native 
Asian 
Native HawaiianIOther Pacific Islander 
Total 
Ethnicity 
Hispanic or Latino 
Not Hispanic or Latino 
Total 
Degree 
Doctorate 
Post Master's Specialist Degree 
Master's 
Bachelor's 
Total 
Teacher Education 
A four-year B.A. or B.S. certification 
program 
A five-year B.A. or B.S. program 
A post-baccalaureate certification 
program 
A master's degree certification program 
An "alternative" post-baccalaureate 
certification program 
I am not certified to teach at the 
elementary level. 
Total 
Reading Certification 
No 
Yes 
Total 
Table 4-10 Continued 
Demographic Profile Frequency Valid Percent Mean 
Variables 
ESOL Certification 
No 72 70.6 
Yes 30 29.4 
Total 102 100 
Age 
23-35 34 33.3 
36-45 3 1 30.4 
46-55 23 22.5 
56-65 10 9.8 
66-75 0 0.0 
76-85 1 1 .O 
Total 102 100 
Teacher Work Profile Characteristics 
The frequency distribution and means of teachers job titles, grade levels taught, 
years of teaching experience, and if the teacher is teaching at a grade level that 
participates in state-mandated testing are reported in Table 4-1 1. The majority of the 
teachers' job titles were regular classroom teachers (75%). For grade level presently 
taught, 45% teach in grades K-2 and 54% teach in grades 3-6. The years of teaching 
experience ranged from 1 to 55 years with a mean of 13.36 years. The teachers teaching 
at a grade level being tested with a state mandated standardized test was 70.29%. 
Table 4-1 1 
Teacher Work Profile Characteristics 
Work Profile Frequency Valid Percent Mean 
Variables 
Job Title 
Regular Classroom Teacher 74 74.7 
Special Education Teacher 5 5.1 
English as a Second Language Teacher 3 3.0 
Special Reading Teacher 9 9.1 
Total 99 100.0 
Grade Level Presently Taught 
Kindergarten-Second Grade 45 45.5 
Third Grade - Sixth Grade 54 54.5 
Kindergarten 19 19.2 
First 17 17.2 
Second 9 9.1 
Third 19 19.2 
Fourth 13 13.1 
Fifth 2 1 21.2 
Sixth 1 1.0 
Total 99 100.0 
Years of Teaching Experience 
1-10 
11-20 
21-30 
3 1-40 
41-50 
5 1-60 
Grade Level Being Tested with a State 
Mandated Standardized Test 
No 30 29.7 
Yes 7 1 70.3 
Total 101 100.0 
School Characteristics 
The frequency distribution and means of school characteristics; involved in high 
stakes testing, a Title I school, a school in need of improvement (SINI), school making 
adequate yearly progress (AYP), Reading First, urban/suburbadrural, school grade, and 
state in which they currently teach are shown in Table 4-12. Most of the schools (84.2%) 
are involved in High Stakes Testing with 77% making Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP). 
The schools were almost split between being Title I (58%) and non-Title I (41.6%). 
Schools characteristics showed that 82% reported not being identified as a School in 
Need of Improvement (SINI). The majority of the schools were not Reading First 
(76.3%). Most of the schools had a school grade of A (50%), followed by B (29.3%), 
and C (12.2%). Most of the schools were suburban (48%) while 31% were urban and 
21% were rural. Teachers from 29 states responded to the survey, the majority from 
Georgia (15.8%) and Florida (12.9%). 
Table 4-12 
School Characteristics of High Stakes Testing, Title I, SINI, AYP, Reading First, School 
Description, School Grade, and State Frequencies and Average Percent 
School Characteristics Frequency Valid Percent Mean 
Variables 
School is Involved in High Stakes Testing 
No 16 15.8 
Yes 85 84.2 
Total 101 100.0 
School is Title 1 
No 42 41.6 
Yes 59 58.7 
Total 101 100.0 
School is Reading First 
No 74 76.3 
Yes 23 23.7 
Total 97 100.0 
School is School in Need of Improvement (SINI) 
No 82 82.0 
Yes 18 18.0 
Total 100 100.0 
School is making Adequate Yearly Progress 
(AYP) 
No 23 23.0 
Yes 77 77.0 
Total 100 100.0 
School Grade and Assigned Value 
F = 0 1 1.2 
D = l  6 7.3 
C = 2  10 12.2 
B = 3  24 29.3 
A = 4 41 50.0 
Total 82 100.0 
Table 4-12 Continued 
School Characteristics Frequency Valid Mean 
Variables Percent 
School Description 
Urban 3 1 31.0 
Suburban 48 48.0 
Rural 2 1 21.0 
Total 100 100.0 
U.S. Distributions 
Northwest 
Midwest 
West/Southwest 
Southeast 
32 31.7 
39 38.6 
Total 
States with One, Two, Or Three 
Respondents 
Alabama, Arizona, Maryland, 4 1 40.6 
Massachusetts, Mississippi, 
Oklahoma, Oregon, Vermont, West 
Virginia, Hawaii, Illinois, Louisiana, 
Maine, Michigan, North Carolina, 
Texas, Indiana, Iowa, Nevada, New 
Hampshire, New York, Virginia 
States with Four Or Five Respondents 
Colorado, New Jersey, California, 18 17.8 
Minnesota 
Florida 13 12.9 
Washington 13 12.9 
Georgia 16 15.8 
Total 101 100.0 
Student Characteristics 
The frequency distribution of student characteristics of race, ethnicity, 
educational categories of Limited English Proficiency, and special education or 
Exceptional Student Education (ESE) are shown in Table 4-13 along with the average 
percent of students in each category as reported by teachers in describing their classroom 
composition. The average racial composition of students in classrooms was white (68%), 
followed by African American (25%), then both Asian and Native Hawaiian or other 
Pacific Islander (9%), and finally American Indian or Alaskan Native (4%). The average 
ethnic composition of students in classrooms was 70% Not Hispanic or Latino. For the 
educational category there were 17% of classrooms with English as a Second Language 
and 14% were in Exceptional Student Education programs. Table 4-13 shows the 
frequencies and average percent for student characteristics of race, ethnicity, and 
educational category as reported by their teachers. 
Table 4-1 3 
Student Characteristics of Race, Ethnicity, and Educational Category Frequencies and 
Average Percent 
Student Characteristic Average 
Variables Frequency Yo 
Race 
White 
Black or African American 
American Indian or Alaskan Native 
Asian 
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander 
Ethnicity 
Hispanic or Latino 
Not Hispanic or Latino 
Educational Category 
English as a Second Language (ESOL) 
Exceptional Student Education (ESE) 
5 8 
40 
Total 322 
82 
90 
Total 172 
Total 189 3 1% 
Reading Performance 
The frequency distribution and mean score of student Reading Perjformance are 
shown in Table 4-14. The self reported percentage of the students in teachers' classes 
passing the most recent state mandated test ranged from 10%-100%. The mean was M= 
Table 4-14 
Reading Pe$omance: Percentage Passing the Most Recent State Mandated Test 
Reading Performance Frequency Valid Percent Mean 
Variable 
Reading Performance 76.21 
% of students passing the 
most recent state mandated 
test 
0%-19% 2 3.0 
20%-39% 5 7.6 
40%-59% 7 10.6 
60%-79% 11 16.7 
80%-100% 3 1 47.0 
Total 66 100.0 
The mean scale and average item scores for the revised 18-Item Theoretical 
Orientation to Reading scale that resulted from exploratory factor analysis is presented in 
Table 4-15. The scale is an 18-item multidimensional, 5-point semantic differential 
scale, with anchors of strongly agree (5) and strongly disagree (1). All items are given 
points that correspond to the agreement or disagreement of the statement. The whole 
language items are reverse scored. The scale consists of seven phonics (PH) items with a 
score range of 7-35, six skills (SK) items with a score range of 6-30, and five whole 
language (WL) items with a score range of 5-25. The lowest average Phonics item score 
was item #lo, "It is good practice to correct a child as soon as an oral reading mistake is 
made" at 2.64. The highest average Phonics item scores were 3.66 for item #6, "When 
children do not know a word, they should be instructed to sound out its parts" and 3.69 
for item #3, "Dividing words into syllables according to rules is a helpful instructional 
practice for reading new words." The lowest average Skills item score was item #24, 
"Word shapes (word configuration, b i g) should be taught in reading to aid in word 
recognition" at 3.24. The highest average Skills item score was item #25, "It is important 
to teach skills in relation to other skills" at 4.33. The lowest average Whole Language 
item score was item #27, "It is not necessary to introduce new words before they appear 
in the reading text" at 2.45. The highest average Whole Language item score was item 
#23, "Children's initial encounters with print should focus on meaning, not upon exact 
graphic representation" at 3.38. Average item scores for the 18-Item Theoretical 
Orientation to Reading scale ranged from 2.45 to 4.33. 
Table 4- 15 
Mean Scale and Average Item Scores for the 18-Item Theoretical Orientation to Reading 
Scale 
I8 Item Theoretical Orientation to N o 6 :  o h o Reading Scale L Y O  O L ? H E  3 Z F P . l g  v1 m z ;  * b  E O M  E 0 2 s  
b  .r 
vln 5 b  b b  < - m  vl 
pH20 98 12% 15% 39% 22% 11% 3.05 
Controlling text through consistent 
spelling patterns (The fat cat ran back. 
The fat cat sat on a hat.) is a means by 
which children can best learn to read. 
pH10 100 24% 25% 23% 19% 9% 2.64 
It is good practice to correct a child as 
soon as an oral reading mistake is 
made. 
PH 1 102 17% 23% 28% 18% 16% 2.93 
A child needs to be able to verbalize 
the rules of phonics in order to assure 
proficiency in processing new words. 
Table 4-1 5 Continued 
I8 Item Theoretical Orientation to N 
w w 
Reading Scale -h% w w k 3 b w  M L L 
- i a s ~ z  rn: a b  2 :  : f i e  
.- 4 ez - 2 s  $ $  a i? ;; 2 " "  
pH22 99 5% 16% 32% 33% 13% 3.33 
Phonic analysis is the most important 
form of analysis used when meeting 
new words. 
PH6 102 6% 10% 22% 38% 25% 3.66 
When children do not know a word, 
they should be instructed to sound out 
its parts. 
PH9 101 7% 31% 37% 22% 4% 2.85 
Reversals (e. g., saying "saw" for 
"was") are significant problems in the 
teaching of reading. 
PH3 102 4% 12% 22% 37% 26% 3.69 
Dividing words into syllables 
according to rules is a helpful 
instructional practice for reading new 
words. 
Phonics Total Score 22.07 
SK28 100 2% 7% 46% 35% 10% 3.44 
Some problems in reading are caused 
by readers dropping the inflectional 
endings from words (e.g., jumps, 
jumped). 
SK25 99 0% 0% 12% 42% 46% 4.33 
It is important to teach skills in 
relation to other skills. 
SK4 100 0% 4% 22% 43% 31% 4.01 
Fluency and expression are necessary 
components of reading that indicate 
good comprehension. 
SK24 101 5% 12% 43% 36% 5% 3.24 
Word shapes (word configuration, b i 
g) should be taught in reading to aid in 
word recognition. 
Table 4-15 Continued 
I8 Item Theoretical Orientation to N 
a 0 0 Reading Scale Ti g L 2 a * a  % 
- g y J N M  rnz - 5  2 :  z f i :  E! O M  a z s  8 3  a i? 4 3 4  < - m  V1 
SK19 
Ability to use accent patterns in multi- 
syllable words (pho to graph, pho tog 
ra phy, and pho to graph ic) should be 
developed as a part of reading 
instruction. 
SKI 6 
Young readers need to be introduced 
to the root form of words (run, long) 
before they are asked to read inflected 
forms (running, longest). 
Skills Total Score 
WL23 
Children's initial encounters with print 
should focus on meaning, not upon 
exact graphic representation. 
WL27 
It is not necessary to introduce new 
words before they appear in the 
reading text. 
WL18 
Flashcard drill with sight words is an 
unnecessary form of practice in 
reading instruction. 
WL5 
Materials for early reading should be 
written in natural language without 
concern for short, simple words and 
sentences. 
WL17 
It is not necessary for a child to know 
the letters of the alphabet in order to 
learn to read. 
Whole Language Total Score 
The lowest average item mean score was 2.72 for the whole language subscale. 
The highest average item mean score was 3.65 for the Skills subscale. The average item 
mean score for the total scale was 3.20. The subscale mean scores were: Phonics 22.07 
(score range 7-35), Skills 21.83 (score range 6-30), and Whole Language 13.68 (score 
range 5-25). The standard deviations for the subscales were: Phonics 5.84, Skills 3.22, 
and Whole Language 3.74 indicating that the scores cluster close to the mean. The total 
scale mean score was 57.22 (score range 18-90). The Theoretical Orientation to Reading 
Bipolar score is created by subtracting the TORP Phonics subscale from the TORP Whole 
Language subscale. Based on the revised Phonics and Whole Language subscales the 
interpretation of the Bipolar score becomes -18 to -3 phonics, -2 to 14 balanced literacy, 
and 15-30 whole language. The mean average score for the Bipolar score was -8.00. 
Scores ranged from -28.00 to 14. 00. The average item mean, subscale, and total scale 
scores for the 18-item Theoretical Orientation to Reading Scale and Created Bipolar 
Score are presented in Table 4-16. 
Table 4-16 
Average Item Mean, Subscale, and Total Scale Scores for the 18-Item Theoretical 
Orientation to Reading Scale and Created Bipolar Score 
IS-Item Theoretical Orientation to N Average Item Subscale and 
Reading Mean Total Scale 
Mean Score 
Phonics Subscale 95 3.16 22.07 
(7 Items, Score Range 7-35) 
Skills Subscale 
(6 Items, Score Range 6-30) 
Whole Language Subscale 
(5 items, Score Range 5-25) 
Total 18-Item Scale 
(Score Range 18-90) 
Table 4-1 6 Continued 
18-Item Theoretical Orientation to N Average Item Subscale and 
Reading Mean Total Scale 
- 
Mean Score 
Bipolar Score 9 1 -8.00 
Phonics 
(Score Range -1 8 to -3) 
Balanced Literacy 
(Score Range -2 to 14) 
Whole Language 0 
(Score Range 15-30) 
The mean scale and average item scores for the revised 36-Item Attitudes Toward 
High Stakes Testing scale that resulted from exploratory factor analysis is presented in 
Table 4-17. The scale is a 36 item multidimensional scale comprised of 5 subscales. The 
four subscales: Pressure on Teachers (PRES) (6 items, score range 6-24) where higher 
scores indicate strong feelings of pressure, School Climate (SC) (5 items, score range 5- 
20) where higher scores indicate positive perceptions of school climate, Perceived Value 
of the State Test (PV) (8 items, score range 8-32) where higher scores indicate teachers 
perceive that the state test is valuable, and Impact on Mode of Instruction ( M I N )  (4 items, 
score range 4-16) which agreement indicates a given practice as being either positively or 
negatively affected by the state testing program. 
All four subscales Pressure on Teachers, School Climate, Perceived Value of the 
State Test, and Impact on Mode of Instruction have response categories of strongly agree 
(4) to strongly disagree (1). The subscale, Impact on Content (MCON) (13 items, score 
range 13-65), has a response category of increased a great deal (5) to decreased a great 
deal (1) where lower mean values represent decreased time and higher mean values 
indicate increased time. All negatively worded items were reverse coded. The total scale 
score range for the 36-Item Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing scale is 36-157. 
The lowest average Impact on Content item score was item #2, "In what ways, if 
any, has the amount of time spent on each of the following activities changed in your 
school in order to prepare students for the state-mandated testing program ... Instruction in 
areas not covered by the state-mandated tests" at 2.03. The highest average Impact on 
Content item score was item #4, "In what ways, if any, has the amount of time spent on 
each of the following activities changed in your school in order to prepare students for 
the state-mandated testing program ... Instruction in tested areas without high stakes 
attached" at 2.62. 
The lowest average Perceived Value of the State Test items were item #2, "Scores 
on the state-mandated test results accurately reflect the quality of education students have 
received" and item #5, "The state-mandated test motivates previously unmotivated 
students to learn" at 1.55. The highest average Perceived Value of the State Test item 
score was item #3, "The state-mandated test has brought much needed attention to 
education issues in my district." at 2.42. 
The lowest average School Climate item was item #4, "Student morale is high in 
my school" at 3.15. The highest average School Climate item was item #2, "Teachers 
have high expectations for the in-class academic performance of students in my school" 
at 3.45. 
The lowest average Pressure on Teachers item was item #3, "Teachers feel 
pressure from parents to raise scores on the state-mandated test" at 2.79. The highest 
average Pressure on Teachers item was item #2, "Teachers feel pressure from the 
building principal to raise scores on the state-mandated test" at 3.43. 
The lowest average Impact on Mode of Instruction item was item #3, "Please 
indicate the degree to which your state-mandated testing program influences the amount 
of time you spend on ... individual seat work" at 2.86. The highest average Impact on 
Mode of Instruction item was item #7, "Please indicate the degree to which your state- 
mandated testing program influences the amount of time you spend on problems that are 
likely to appear on the state test" at 3.32. Average item scores for the Attitudes Towards 
High Stakes Testing scale ranged from 1.55 to 3.45. 
Table 4- 17 
Mean Scale and Average Item Scores for the 36-Item Attitudes Toward High Stakes 
Testing Scale 
Impact on Content 
MCON 15 
In what ways, if any, has the amount of time 
spent on each of the following activities 
changed in your school in order to prepare 
students for the state-mandated testing 
program ... student performance 
MCON8 
In what ways, if any, has the amount of time 
spent on each of the following activities 
changed in your school in order to prepare 
students for the state-mandated testing 
progr am... field trips 
MCON14 
In what ways, if any, has the amount of time 
spent on each of the following activities 
changed in your school in order to prepare 
students for the state-mandated testing 
program ... classroom enrichment activities 
MCON9 
In what ways, if any, has the amount of time 
spent on each of the following activities 
changed in your school in order to prepare 
students for the state-mandated testing 
program ... class trips 
MCONl 1 
In what ways, if any, has the amount of time 
spent on each of the following activities 
changed in your school in order to prepare 
students for the state-mandated testing 
program ... organized play 
MCON 10 
In what ways, if any, has the amount of time 
spent on each of the following activities 
changed in your school in order to prepare 
students for the state-mandated testing 
program ... student choice time 
Table 4-17 Continued 
MCON5 
In what ways, if any, has the amount of time 
spent on each of the following activities 
changed in your school in order to prepare 
students for the state-mandated testing 
progr am... instruction in the fine arts 
MCON7 
In what ways, if any, has the amount of time 
spent on each of the following activities 
changed in your school in order to prepare 
students for the state-mandated testing 
pro gram... student free time 
MCON12 
In what ways, if any, has the amount of time 
spent on each of the following activities 
changed in your school in order to prepare 
students for the state-mandated testing 
program ... enrichment school activities 
MCON6 
In what ways, if any, has the amount of time 
spent on each of the following activities 
changed in your school in order to prepare 
students for the state-mandated testing 
program ... instruction in physical education 
MCON13 
In what ways, if any, has the amount of time 
spent on each of the following activities 
changed in your school in order to prepare 
students for the state-mandated testing 
pro gram... administrative school assemblies 
MCON2 
In what ways, if any, has the amount of time 
spent on each of the following activities 
changed in your school in order to prepare 
students for the state-mandated testing 
program ... instruction in areas not covered 
by the state-mandated tests 
MCON4 
In what ways, if any, has the amount of time 
spent on each of the following activities 
changed in your school in order to prepare 
students for the state-mandated testing 
program ... instruction in tested areas without 
high stakes attached 
Table 4-17 Continued 
Perceived Value of the State Test 15.85 
PV2 
Scores on the state-mandated test results 
accurately reflect the quality of education 
students have received. 
PV4 
The state mandated test is as accurate a 
measure of student achievement as a 
teacher's judgment. 
PV3 
The state-mandated test has brought much 
needed attention to education issues in my 
district. 
PV 1 
Media coverage of state-mandated test 
results accurately reflects the quality of 
education in my state. 
PV5 
The state-mandated test motivates 
previously unmotivated students to leam. 
PV6 
The state mandated test measures high 
standards of achievement. 
PV13 
Overall, the benefits of the state-mandated 
testing program are worth the investment of 
time and money. 
PV9 
Media coverage of state-mandated testing 
issues adequately reflects the complexity of 
teaching. 
Table 4-1 7 Continued 
School Climate 
SC2 
Teachers have high expectations for the in- 
class academic performance of students in 
my school. 
SC3 
The majority of my students hy their best on 
the state-mandated test. 
SC5 
Teachers have high expectations for the 
performance of all students on the state- 
mandated test. 
SC 1 
My school has an atmosphere conducive to 
learning. 
SC4 
Student morale is high in my school. 
Pressure on Teachers 
PRES 1 
Teachers feel pressure from the district 
superintendent to raise scores on the state- 
mandated tests. 
PRES2 
Teachers feel pressure from the building 
principal to raise scores on the state- 
mandated test. 
PRES4 
Administrators in my school believe 
students' state-mandated test scores reflect 
the quality of teachers' instruction. 
PRES3 
Teachers feel pressure from parents to raise 
scores on the state-mandated test. 
Table 4- 17 Continued 
PRES8 96 14% 53% 23% 10% 2.30 
Teachers in my school want to transfer out 
of grades where the state-mandated test is 
administered. 
PRES 5 95 1% 15% 35% 50% 3.33 
The state-mandated testing programs lead 
some teachers in my school to teach in ways 
that contradict their own ideas of good 
educational practice. 
Mode of Instruction 12.56 
MIN4 89 5% 14% 39% 41% 3.20 
Please indicate the degree to which your 
state-mandated testing program influences 
the amount of time you spend on ... basic 
skills 
MlNl 92 7% 14% 35% 45% 3.17 
Please indicate the degree to which your 
state-mandated testing program influences 
the amount of time you spend on ... whole 
group instruction 
MlN3 91 11% 25% 31% 33% 2.86 
Please indicate the degree to which your 
state-mandated testing program influences 
the amount of time you spend 
on ... individual seat work 
MIN7 92 8% 11% 24% 58% 3.32 
Please indicate the degree to which your 
state-mandated testing program influences 
the amount of time you spend on ...p roblems 
that are likely to appear on the state test 
The lowest average item mean score was 1.95 for the Perceived Value of the State 
Test subscale. The highest average item mean score was 3.33 for the School Climate 
subscale. The average item mean score for the total scale was 2.57. The subscale mean 
scores were: Impact on Content 29.88 (score range 13-65), Perceived Value of the State 
Test 15.85 (score range 8-32), School Climate 16.56 (score range 5-20), Pressure on 
Teachers 18.28 (score range 6-24), and Mode of Instruction 12.56 (score range 4-16). 
The total scale mean score was 93.48 (score range 36-157). The results of the mean 
subscale scores show more positive perceptions about school climate, stronger feelings of 
pressure on teachers associated with the state test, and that mode of instruction is being 
positively or negatively affected by high stakes testing. The average item mean, 
subscale, and total scale scores for the 36-item Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing 
Scale are presented in Table 4-1 8. 
Table 4-18 
Average Item Mean, Subscale, and Total Scale Scores for the 36-Item Attitudes Toward 
High Stakes Testing Scale 
36-Item Attitudes Toward High Stakes N Average Subscale 
Testing Item Mean and Total 
Scale Mean 
Score 
Impact on Content Subscale 86 2.26 29.88 
(13 Items, Score Range 13-65) 
Perceived Value of the State Test 
(8 Items, Score Range 8-32) 
School Climate 
(5 Items, Score Range 5-20) 
Pressure on Teachers 
(6 Items, Score Range 6-24) 
Mode of Instruction 
(4 Items, Score Range 4-16) 
Total 36-Item Scale 66 2.57 93.48 
(Score Range 36-157) 
Research Question 2 
Are there differences in demographic profiles and work profiles of K-6 teachers, 
characteristics of their schools and characteristics of their students, theoretical orientation 
to reading, attitudes toward high stakes testing, and reading performance according to 
high stakes versus low stakes schools? 
Independent t-tests were performed to test for differences in demographic profiles 
and work profiles of K-6 teachers, characteristics of their schools and characteristics of 
their students, theoretical orientation to reading, attitudes toward high stakes testing, and 
reading performance according to schools involved in high stakes testing, testing "with 
highly consequential outcomes for students, teachers, and schools" (Afflerbach, 2005, 
Executive Summary, para. 1 )  and schools that were involved in low stakes testing. There 
were significant differences between high and low stakes schools and the percentage of 
BlackIAfrican American students reported in classrooms ( t  = 3 . 1 4 , ~  = .042). The mean 
percentage of BlackIAfrican American students in high stakes schools was 28.48% and in 
low stakes schools 12.67%. There were significant differences between high and low 
stakes schools and the percentage of American IndianIAlaskan Native students reported 
in classrooms ( t  = 2.46 p = .017). There were also significant differences in school grade 
( t  = -2.03 p = .046) in high stakes versus low stakes schools as measured by GPA with 
low stakes schools receiving a higher school grades than high stakes schools. 
There were no significant differences in reading performance @ = .000), the 18- 
Item Theoretical Orientation to Reading Profile scale @ = ,661) or its subscales, and the 
36-Item Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing scale @ = 3 7 )  or its subscales according 
to high stakes versus low stakes schools. There were trend differences in HispanicILatino 
@ = .061), not HispaniclLatino @ = .064), and educational category of ESOL (p = ,065). 
There were more HispaniclLatino and ESOL students reported in schools involved in 
high stakes testing than in schools involved in low stakes testing. The results of the t-test 
comparisons for high stakes vs. low stakes schools for teacher age, years of teaching 
experience, student race, ethnicity, and educational category, reading performance, 
theoretical orientation to reading, and attitudes toward high stakes testing, are presented 
in Table 4-19. 
Table 4-19 
Comparison of Teacher, Student, and School Characteristics, Reading Performance, 
Reading Orientation, and Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing According to High 
Stakes versus Low Stakes Schools: Independent t-test 
Variable and Group N Mean Diff t-value p-value 
Aee 17.47 ,179 ,860 
High Stakes 
Low Stakes 82 41.26 l6 40.50 
Years of Teaching Experience 17.24 -.289 ,776 
High Stakes 
Low Stakes 85 13.25 14.38 
According to Racial Characteristics of 
Students in the Classroom 
% White 
High Stakes 
Low Stakes 
% BlackIAfrican American 
High Stakes 
Low Stakes 
% American IndianIAlaskan Native 
High Stakes 
Low Stakes 
% Asian 
High Stakes 
Low Stakes 
% HawaiianPacific Islander 
High Stakes 
Low Stakes 
Table 4-1 9 Continued 
Variable and Group N Mean Di ff t-value p-value 
According to Ethnicity 
% HispanicILatino 29.1 1 1.95 ,061 
High Stakes 65 26.62 
Low Stakes 16 15 .OO 
% Not HispanicLatino 87 -373 ,064 
High Stakes 74 66.22 
Low Stakes 15 84.67 
According to Educational Category 
% LEPESOL 92 1.87 .065 
High Stakes 78 19.10 
Low Stakes 16 8.13 
% ESE 9 1 -.352 .725 
High Stakes 77 13.64 
Low Stakes 16 15.63 
School Grade 
High Stakes 
Low Stakes 
Reading Test Performance 31.50 -4.419 ,000 
High Stakes 54 72.17 
Low Stakes 11 94.36 
Theoretical Orientation to Reading 
18 Item Scale 
7 Items Phonics 
High Stakes 
Low Stakes 
6 Items Skills 
High Stakes 
Low Stakes 
5 Items Whole Language 
High Stakes 
Low Stakes 
18 Item TORP Total 
High Stakes 
Low Stakes 
Table 4-19 Continued 
Variable and Group N Mean Diff t-value p-value 
Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing 
- - 
36 Item Scale 
13 Item 83 ,027 .979 
Impact on Content 
High Stakes 73 29.92 
Low Stakes 12 29.83 
8 Item 83 ,635 ,527 
Perceived Value of the State Test 
High Stakes 74 15.96 
Low Stakes 11 15.09 
5 Item 
School Climate 
High Stakes 
Low Stakes 
6 Item 
Pressure on Teachers 
High Stakes 
Low Stakes 
4 Items 85 -1.388 ,169 
Impact on Mode of Instruction 
High Stakes 75 12.41 
Low Stakes 12 13.67 
36 Item Attitude Toward High Stakes 63 ,591 ,557 
Testing Scale 57 93.86 
High Stakes 8 91.50 
Low Stakes 
Chi Square tests were used to examine differences in categorical variables 
according to high versus low stakes schools There were more female teachers and more 
non-Hispanic teachers in both high stakes schools and low stakes schools. More teachers 
in both high stakes and low stakes schools were initially certified as teachers through a 
four-year B.A. or B.S. program; however, a greater percentage of teachers in high and 
low stakes schools held master's degrees. The percentage of teachers holding reading 
certificationiendorsement or ESOL certificationiendorsement for both high stakes and 
low stakes schools was reported low but was found to be lower in low stakes schools 
(reading 18.8%, ESOL 0%). There were significant differences in teachers that had 
English as a Second Language (ESOL) certification @ = .005) with 64.7% of teachers in 
high stakes schools not holding ESOL certification. 
The Chi Square test indicated no significant differences in reading certification or 
teacher demographic profiles of gender, race, ethnicity, degree, and teacher education 
according to high stakes versus low stakes schools. A trend was found for Reading First 
schools (p = .088) where 93% of low stakes schools and 72.8% of high stakes schools are 
not Reading First. There was also a trend for Title I schools @ = .056) where 63.1% of 
school involved in high stakes testing are Title 1 and 37.5% of schools involved in low 
stakes testing are not Title I. There were also no significant differences in teacher work 
profiles or school characteristics of SINI, AYP, or urban, suburban, and rural and state 
for high stakes versus low stakes schools. . However, there was a trend for teacher race 
@ = .073) showing no Black, Asian, or Native HawaiianIOther Pacific Islanders in low 
stakes schools. The results of the Chi-square analysis are shown in Table 4-20. 
Table 4-20 
Comparison of Demographic and Work Profiles of K-6 Teachers and Characteristics of 
Their Schools According to High Stakes versus Low Stakes Schools: Chi-square Analysis 
Demographic Profile Variable N High Low Chi- p-value 
Stakes Stakes square 
Value 
Gender 1.347 ,246 
Males 16 17.9% 6.3% 
Females 84 82.1% 93.8% 
Race 8.563 .073 
White 83 81.0% 93.8% 
Black 13 15.5% .O% 
American IndianIAlaskan 1 .O% 6.3% 
Native 
Asian 2 2.4% .O% 
Native HawaiianIOther Pacific 1 1.2% .O% 
Islander 
Ethnicity 
Hispanic 
Not Hispanic 
Table 4-20 Continued 
Demographic Profile Variable N High Low Chi- p-value 
Stakes Stakes square 
Value 
Degree 3.885 ,274 
Doctorate 4 2.4% 12.5% 
Post Master's Specialist 9 9.6% 6.3% 
Master's 52 54.2% 43.8% 
Bachelor's 34 33.7% 37.5% 
Teacher Education 4.154 
A four year BA or BS 65 64.7% 62.5% 
certification program 
A five-year BA or BS program 5 4.7% 6.3% 
A post baccalaureate 12 12.9% 6.3% 
certification program 
A master's degree certification 15 15.3% 12.5% 
program 
An alternative post 2 1.2% 6.3% 
baccalaureate certification 
program 
I am not certified to teach at 2 1.2% 6.3% 
the elementary level 
Reading Certification 
No 
Yes 
ESOL Certification 
No 
Yes 
Teacher Work Profile 
Variable 
Job Title 1.255 
Regular Classroom Teacher 73 74.4% 75.0% 
Special Education teacher 5 4.9% 6.3% 
English as a Second Language 3 3.7% .O% 
Teacher 
Special Reading Teacher 9 9.8% 6.3% 
Other 8 7.3% 12.5% 
Grade Level Taught 
Kindergarten 
First 
Second 
Third 
Fourth 
Fifth 
Sixth 
Table 4-20 Continued 
School Characteristics N High Low Chi- p-value 
Variables Stakes Stakes square 
Value 
Grade Level Tested .5 10 .475 
No 
Yes 
School Characteristics 
Variables 
Title I 3.640 ,056 
No 4 1 36.9% 62.5% 
Yes 59 63.1% 37.5% 
Reading First 
No 
Yes 
SIN1 
No 
Yes 
AYP 
No 
Yes 
School Description 3.373 ,185 
Urban 31 34.9% 12.5% 
Suburban 47 45.8% 56.3% 
Rural 2 1 19.3% 31.3% 
States 
Northeast 15 66.7% 33.3% 6.22 .I83 
Midwest 15 80% 20% 
West 28 82.1% 17.9% 
Southwest 4 100% .O% 
Southeast 38 92.1% 7.9% 
Research Question 3 
Are there differences in demographic profiles and work profiles of K-6 teachers, 
characteristics of their schools and characteristics of their students, theoretical orientation 
to reading, attitudes toward high stakes testing, and reading performance according to 
schools making AYP vs. schools that are not? 
Independent t-tests were performed to test for differences in demographic profiles 
and work profiles of K-6 teachers, characteristics of their schools and characteristics of 
their students, theoretical orientation to reading, attitudes toward high stakes testing, and 
reading performance according to schools making adequate yearly progress (AYP) and 
schools that were not making AYP. There were significant differences in the percentage 
of white students reported in classrooms (t = 2.48, p = ,016) and the percentage of 
BlacWAfrican American students reported in classrooms (t = -2.65, p = .010) in schools 
making AYP versus schools that were not making AYP. The mean percentage of white 
students in schools making AYP was 71.50% and in schools not making AYP was 
48.00%. The mean percentage of BlackJAfrican American students in schools making 
AYP was 20.68% and in schools not making AYP was 38.18%. There were also 
significant differences between schools making AYP and schools that were not making 
AYP and the Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing School Climate subscale (t  = 3.74, p 
= .OOl). 
There were no significant differences in teacher age, years of teaching experience, 
ethnicity, and educational category, school grade (p = .000), and reading performance (p 
= .000), and theoretical orientation to reading (p = 232) according to schools making 
AYP and schools that were not making AYP. There were also no significant differences 
on the total Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing scale (p = .236) or subscales: Impact 
on content, Perceived Value of the State Test, Pressure on Teachers, and Impact on Mode 
of Instruction according to schools making AYP and schools that were not making AYP. 
The results of the t-test comparisons for AYP vs. no AYP schools for teacher age, years 
of teaching experience, student race, ethnicity, and educational category, reading 
performance, theoretical orientation to reading, and attitudes toward high stakes testing, 
are presented in Table 4-2 1. 
Table 4-21 
Comparison in Teacher Age, Years of Teaching Experience, Student Race, Ethnicity, and 
Educational Categov, Reading Performance, School Grade, Theoretical Orientation to 
Reading, and Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing According to Schools Making AYP 
and Schools Not Making AYP: Independent t-test 
Variable and Group N Mean Diff t-value p-value 
Age 95 .295 ,769 
Making AYP 
Not Making AYP 
Years of Teaching Experience 98 -1.17 ,246 
Making AYP 
Not Making AYP 77 12.77 23 15.65 
Racial Characteristics of Students 
in the Classroom 
% White 68 2.48 ,016 
Making AYP 60 71.50 
Not Making AYP 10 48.00 
% BlacWAfrican American 79 -2.65 .010 
Making AYP 59 20.68 
Not Making AYP 22 38.18 
% American IndidAlaskan Native 68 -.401 ,690 
Making AYP 
Not Making AYP 5 1 3.73 
19 5.26 
% Asian 55 -.564 ,575 
Making AYP 44 8.41 
Not Making AYP 13 10.77 
% HawaiianRacific Islander 37 -1.03 .311 
Making AYP 32 5.63 
Not Making AYP 7 12.86 
Table 4-2 1 Continued 
Variable and Group N Mean Diff t-value p-value 
Ethnicity 
% HispanicILatino 
Making AYP 
Not Making AYP 
% Not HispanicILatino 86 -.331 ,741 
Making AYP 68 69.56 
Not Making AYP 20 72.50 
Educational Category 
% LEPIESOL 9 1 -.735 .464 
Making AYP 73 16.44 
Not Making AYP 20 20.50 
% ESE 
Making AYP 
Not Making AYP 
School Grade 
Making AYP 
Not Making AYP 
Reading Test Performance 63 
Making AYP 51 82.43 
Not Making AYP 14 55.79 
Theoretical Orientation to Reading 
18 Item Scale 
7 Items Phonics 9 1 
Making AYP 72 22.18 
Not Making AYP 21 21.71 
6 Items Skills 
Making AYP 
Not Making AYP 
5 Items Whole Language 91 
Making AYP 71 13.54 
Not Making AYP 22 14.27 
18 Item Theoretical Orientation to 83 
Reading Profile Total 
Making AYP 64 57.09 
Not Making AYP 21 57.48 
Table 4-21 Continued 
Variable and Group N Mean Diff t-value p-value 
Attitudes Toward High Stakes 
Testing 
36 Item Scale 
13 Item 
Impact on Content 
Making AYP 
Not Making AYP 
8 Item 84 ,170 ,866 
Perceived Value of the State Test 
Making AYP 70 15.89 
Not Making AYF' 16 15.69 
5 Item 
School Climate 
Making AYP 
Not Making AYP 
6 Item 
Pressure on Teachers 
Making AYP 
Not Making AYP 
4 Items 84 -1.66 .I01 
Impact on Mode of Instruction 
Making AYP 67 12.27 
Not Making AYP 19 13.53 
36 Item Attitudes Toward High 64 1.20 ,236 
Stakes Testing Total Scale 
Making AYP 53 94.25 
Not Making AYP 13 90.38 
Chi Square tests were used to examine differences in categorical variables of 
demographic profiles and work profiles of k-6 teachers and characteristics of their 
schools according to schools making AYP versus schools not making AYP. There were 
significant differences in race (p = .008) with 90.8% of teachers in schools making AYP 
being white between schools making AYP versus schools not making AYP according to 
schools making. AYP versus schools not making AYP. There were significant differences 
in school description of Title 1 (p = ,010) with 82.6% of Title I schools not making AYP 
versus 17.4% of non-Title I schools not making AYP. There were also significant 
differences in school description (p = .004) with 59.1% of schools not making AYP being 
urban according to schools making AYP versus schools not making AYP. There was a 
trend in school description of Reading First (p = .080) with 19.7% of Reading First 
schools making AYP versus 38.1% of Reading First schools not making AYP. 
The Chi Square test indicated no significant differences between schools making 
AYP versus schools not making AYP for reading certification or teacher demographic 
profiles of gender, ethnicity, degree, teacher education, and reading and ESOL 
certification. There were also no significant differences in teacher work profiles or 
school characteristics of high stakes testing, SINI, AYP, and state for schools making 
AYP versus schools not making AYP. The results of the Chi-square analysis comparison 
between schools making AYP and schools not making AYP for demographic profiles and 
work profiles of k-6 teachers and characteristics of their schools are shown in Table 4-22. 
Table 4-22 
Comparison of Demographic Profiles and Work Profiles of K-6 Teachers and 
Characteristics of Their Schools Between Schools Making AYP and Schools Not Making 
AYP: Chi-square Analysis 
Demographic Profile Variable N Making Not Chi- p-value 
AYP Making square 
AYP Value 
Gender .05 1 .822 
Males 15 15.6% 13.6% 
Females 84 84.4% 86.4% 
Race 11.78 ,008 
White 84 90.8% 65.2% 
Black 13 9.2% 26.1% 
American IndianIAlaskan 1 .O% 4.3% 
Native 
Asian 1 .O% 4.3% 
Native HawaiianIOther .O% .O% 
Pacific Islander 
Table 4-22 Continued 
Demographic Profile N Making Not Chi- p-value 
Variable AYP Making square 
AYP Value 
Ethnicity ,062 ,803 
Hispanic 6 6.8% 5.3% 
Not Hispanic 86 93.2% 94.7% 
Degree 3.21 ,361 
Doctorate 4 2.7% 8.7% 
Post Master's Specialist 9 9.3% 8.7% 
Master's 51 56.0% 39.1% 
Bachelor's 34 32.0% 43.5% 
Teacher Education 3.44 ,633 
A four year BA or BS 64 61.0% 73.9% 
certification program 
A five-year BA or BS 5 5.2% 4.3% 
program 
A post baccalaureate 12 14.3% 4.3% 
certification program 
A master's degree 15 15.6% 13 .O% 
certification program 
An alternative post 2 1.3% 4.3% 
baccalaureate certification 
program 
I am not certified to teach at 2 2.6% .O% 
the elementary level 
Reading Certification ,485 .486 
No 7 1 72.7% 65.2% 
Yes 29 27.3% 34.8% 
ESOL Certification ,485 ,486 
No 7 1 72.7% 65.2% 
Yes 29 27.3% 34.8% 
Teacher Work Profile 
Variable 
Job Title 4.07 .397 
Regular Classroom 73 75.3% 7 1.4% 
Teacher 
Special Education Teacher 5 5.2% 4.8% 
English as a Second 3 3.9% .O% 
Language Teacher 
Special Reading Teacher 9 6.5% 19.0% 
Other 8 9.1% 4.8% 
Table 4-22 Continued 
School Characteristics N Making Not Fisher's Chi- p-value 
Variables AYP Making Exact square 
AYP Value Value 
Grade Level Taught 3.45 ,751 
Kindergarten 18 18.9% 17.4% 
First 17 17.6% 17.4% 
Second 9 10.8% 4.3% 
Third 19 16.2% 30.4% 
Fourth 13 14.9% 8.7% 
Fifth 20 20.3% 21.7% 
Sixth 1 1.4% .O% 
Grade Level Tested 
No 29 69.6% 30.4% 
Yes 7 1 71.4% 28.6% 
High Stakes Testing 
No 16 18.4% 8.7% 
Yes 83 81.6% 9 1.3% 
Title I 
No 
Yes 
Reading First 
No 
Yes 
SIN1 
No 
Yes 
School Description 
Urban 31 23.7% 59.1% 
Suburban 46 50.0% 36.4% 
Rural 2 1 26.3% 4.5% 
States 
Northeast 15 80% 20% 
Midwest 15 73.3% 26.7% 
West 27 88.9% 11.1% 
Southwest 4 75.0% 25.0% 
Southeast 3 8 68.4% 31.6% 
Research Question 4 
Are there differences in demographic profiles and work profiles of K-6 teachers, 
characteristics of their schools and characteristics of their students, theoretical orientation 
to reading, attitudes toward high stakes testing, and reading performance according to 
Title 1 Versus non-Title 1 schools? 
Independent t-tests were performed to test for differences in demographic profiles 
and work profiles of K-6 teachers, characteristics of their schools and characteristics of 
their students, theoretical orientation to reading, attitudes toward high stakes testing, and 
reading performance according to Title 1 vs. non-Title 1 schools. There were significant 
differences in the percentage of white students reported in classrooms ( t  = -2.91, p = 
,005) according to Title I schools versus non-Title I schools. The mean percentage of 
white students in Title I schools was 60.54% and in non- Title I schools was 78.75%. 
There were significant differences in ethnicity for HispanicILatino students ( t  = 3.43, p = 
,001) and Not HispanicILatino students (t  = -3.00, p = .003) according to Title I schools 
versus non-Title I schools. The mean percentage of HispanicILatino students in Title I 
schools was 30.19% and in non- Title I schools was 13.67%. The mean percentage of Not 
HispanicILatino students in Title I schools was 60.20% and in non- Title I schools was 
81.25%. The were also significant differences in reading performance (t  = -3.11, p = 
,003) and the Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing subscales School Climate (t  = -3.05, 
p = .003) and Pressure on Teachers ( t  = 3.28, p = .001) according to Title I schools 
versus non-Title I schools. 
There were no significant differences between Title I schools and non-Title I 
schools in teacher age, years of teaching experience, educational category, school grade, 
and theoretical orientation to reading (p  = .157). There were also no significant 
differences between Title I schools and non-Title I schools on the total Attitudes Toward 
High Stakes Testing scale (p  = .220) or subscales: Impact on content, Perceived Value of 
the State Test, and Impact on Mode of Instruction. However, there were greater 
percentages of LEPJESOL students (25.09%) and E S E  students (13.96) in Title I schools 
versus non-Title I schools. The results of the t-test comparisons for Title I vs. not Title I 
schools for teacher age, years of teaching experience, student race, ethnicity, and 
educational category, school grade, reading performance, and theoretical orientation to 
reading, and attitudes toward high stakes testing, are presented in Table 4-23. 
Table 4-23 
Comparison of Teacher, Student, and School Characteristics, Reading Peuformance, 
Theoretical Orientation to Reading, and Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing According 
to Title I Schools versus Non-Title I Schools: Independent t-test 
Variable and Group N Mean Diff t-value p-value 
Age 96 -.245 ,807 
Title I Schools 
Non-Title I Schools 
Years of Teaching Experience 99 ,174 363 
Title I Schools 59 13.51 
Non-Title I Schools 42 13.14 
Table 4-23 Continued 
Variable and Group N Mean Diff t-value p-value 
According to Racial Characteristics of 
- 
Students in the Classroom 
%White 62.10 -2.91 ,005 
Title I Schools 37 60.54 
Non-Title I Schools 32 78.75 
% BlackIAfrican American 69.97 4.69 ,000 
Title I Schools 48 33.27 
Non-Title I Schools 32 10.94 
% American IndiadAlaskan Native 48.51 1.65 ,106 
Title I Schools 
Non-Title I Schools 40 6.25 
3 1 1.29 
% Asian 
Title I Schools 
Non-Title I Schools 
% Hawaiianpacific Islander 38 -1.02 .315 
Title I Schools 22 5.91 
Non-Title I Schools 18 12.78 
According to Ethnicity 
% HispanicLatino 
Title I Schools 
Non-Title I Schools 
% Not HispanicLatino 
Title I Schools 
Non-Title I Schools 
According to Educational Category 
% LEPlESOL 81.10 4.76 ,000 
Title I Schools 53 25.09 
Non-Title I Schools 42 12.39 
% ESE 
Title I Schools 
Non-Title I Schools 
School Grade 
Title I Schools 
Non-Title I Schools 
Reading Test Performance 63 -3.11 ,003 
Title I Schools 37 68.54 
Non-Title I Schools 28 86.93 
Table 4-23 Continued 
Variable and Group N Mean Diff t-value p-value 
Theoretical Orientation to Reading 
18 Item Scale 
7 Items Phonics 93 1.03 ,305 
Title I Schools 56 22.59 
Non-Title I Schools 39 2 1.33 
6 Items Skills 
Title I Schools 
Non-Title I Schools 
5 Items Whole Language 
Title I Schools 
Non-Title I Schools 
18 Item Theoretical Orientation to 84 1.43 .I57 
Reading Profile Total 52 58.10 
Title I Schools 34 55.88 
Non-Title I Schools 
Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing 
36 Item Scale 
13 Item 83 
Impact on Content 
Title I Schools 48 28.13 
Non-Title I Schools 37 32.19 
8 Item 83 
Perceived Value of the State Test 
Title I Schools 53 15.94 
Non-Title I Schools 32 15.50 
5 Item 
School Climate 
Title I Schools 
Non-Title I Schools 
6 Item 
Pressure on Teachers 
Title I Schools 
Non-Title I Schools 
4 Items 85 ,504 .616 
Impact on Mode of Instruction 
Title I Schools 50 12.70 
Non-Title I Schools 37 12.38 
36 Item Attitudes Toward High Stakes 64 -1.24 ,220 
Testing Scale 4 1 92.24 
Title I Schools 25 95.52 
Non-Title I Schools 
Chi Square tests were used to examine differences in categorical variables of 
demographic profiles and work profiles of k-6 teachers and characteristics of their 
schools according to Title I schools and non-Title I schools. There were significant 
differences in Reading First (p = .015) with 89.7% of non Title I schools not participating 
in Reading First, Adequate Yearly Progress (p = .010) with 90% of non Title I schools 
making AYP, Schools in Need of Improvement @ = ,004) with 72.4% of Title I schools 
not being SIN1 schools. There were also significant differences between Title I schools 
and non-Title I schools according school description (p = ,003) with 43.9% of Title I 
schools being urban and with ESOL certification (p = .048) with 62.7 % of Title I 
teachers not holding ESOL certification and 81.0% of non Title I teachers not holding 
ESOL certification. There was a trend difference in states (p = ,063) with 73.7% of Title 
I schools being from the Southeast region of the United States. Also, there was a trend 
difference in schools involved in high stakes testing (p = .056) with 89.9% of schools 
making AYP versus 75.6% not making AYP. 
The Chi Square test indicated no significant differences in teacher demographic 
profiles and teacher work profiles according to Title I schools and non-Title I schools. 
The results of the Chi-square analysis are shown in Table 4-24. 
Table 4-24 
Comparison in Demographic Proj7les and Work Profiles of K-6 Teachers and 
Characteristics of Their Schools According to Title I Schools and Non-Title I Schools: 
Chi-square Analysis 
Demographic Profile N Title I Non- Chi- p-value 
Variable Schools Title I square 
Schools Value 
Gender ,904 ,342 
Males 16 19.0% 11.9% 
Females 84 81.0% 88.1% 
Race 6.12 .I90 
White 84 81.0% 88.1% 
Black 12 17.2% 4.8% 
American IndianIAlaskan 1 .O% 2.4% 
Native 
Asian 2 1.7% 2.4% 
Native HawaiianIOther 1 .O% 2.4% 
Pacific Islander 
Ethnicity 
Hispanic 
Not Hispanic 
Degree ,423 ,936 
Doctorate 34 3.5% 4.8% 
Post Master's Specialist 52 8.8% 9.5% 
Master's 9 50.9% 54.8% 
Bachelor's 4 36.8% 31.0% 
Teacher Education 8.32 ,139 
A four year BA or BS 65 54.2% 78.6% 
certification program 
A five-year BA or BS 5 5.1% 4.8% 
program 
A post baccalaureate 12 16.9% 4.8% 
certification program 
A master's degree 15 20.3% 7.1% 
certification program 
An alternative post 2 1.7% 2.4% 
baccalaureate 
certification program 
I am not certified to teach 2 1.7% 2.4% 
at the elementary 
level 
Table 4-24 Continued 
Demographic Profile N Title I Non- Chi- p-value 
Variable Schools Title I square 
Schools Value 
Reading Certification .750 .387 
No 
Yes 
ESOL Certification 3.909 ,048 
No 71 62.7% 81.0% 
Yes 3 0 37.3% 19.0% 
Teacher Work Profile 
Variable 
Job Title 3.50 .478 
Regular Classroom 73 71.9% 78.0% 
Teacher 
Special Education 5 7.0% 2.4% 
Teacher 
English as a Second 3 5.3% .O% 
Language Teacher 
Special Reading 9 8.8% 9.8% 
Teacher 
Other 8 7.0% 9.8% 
Grade Level Taught 
Kindergarten 
First 
Second 
Third 
Fourth 
Fifth 
Sixth 
Grade Level Tested .569 .45 1 
No 3 0 27.1% 34.1% 
Yes 70 72.9% 65.9% 
Table 4-24 Continued 
School Characteristics N Title I Non- Chi- p-value 
Variables Schools Title I square 
schools Value 
Reading First 5.960 .015 
No 
Yes 
AYP 
No 
Yes 
SIN1 
No 
Yes 
School is Involved in 3.640 .056 
High Stakes Testing 
No 16 10.2% 24.4% 
Yes 84 89.8% 75.6% 
School Description 11.78 .003 
Urban 3 1 43.9% 14.3% 
Suburban 48 35.1% 66.7% 
Rural 20 21.1% 19.0% 
States 8.93 .063 
Northeast 15 33.3% 66.7% 
Midwest 15 53.3% 46.7% 
West 28 50.0% 50.0% 
Southwest 4 75.0% 25.0% 
Southeast 3 8 73.7% 26.3% 
Research Question 5 
Are there differences in theoretical orientation to reading, attitudes toward high stakes 
testing, and reading performance according to reading certificatiodendorsement and 
English as a Second Language (ESOL) certificatiodendorsement of K-6 teachers? 
Independent t-tests were performed to test for differences in theoretical 
orientation to reading, attitudes toward high stakes testing, and reading performance 
according to teachers having reading certificatiordendorsement and teachers that do not. 
There were significant differences in the TORP subscales Phonics (t = -2.97, p = ,004) 
and Whole Language (t = 2.32, p = .022) according to teachers having reading 
certificatiodendorsement versus teachers that do not. Teachers with no reading 
certificatiordendorsernent had a slightly higher mean (23.18) than those with reading 
certificatiordendorsement indicating they favor a more phonics orientation to reading on 
the Phonics subscale. Teachers with reading certificatiodendorsernent had a slightly 
higher mean (15.00) than those with no reading certificatiodendorsernent indicating they 
favor a more whole language orientation to reading on the Whole Language subscale. 
There were no significant differences in the Theoretical Orientation to Reading 
total scale (p = .097), the Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing total scale (p = .248) and 
most subscales according to teachers having reading certificatiodendorsement and 
teachers that did not have certification. There was a trend where teachers with 
certification reported experiencing more pressure (p = .087) than teachers without 
certification. Another trend was observed in Reading Pevformance (p = .068) where 
teachers without reading certification reported higher reading performance. The results 
of the t-test comparisons for teachers having reading certificatiodendorsement versus 
teachers without certification and theoretical orientation to reading, attitudes toward high 
stakes testing, and reading performance are presented in Table 4-25. 
Table 4-25 
Comparisons of Theoretical Orientation to Reading, Attitudes Toward High Stakes 
Testing, and Reading Peflormance According to Teachers Having Reading 
CertiJication/Endorsement versus Teachers That Do Not and: Independent t-test 
Variable and Group N Mean Diff t-value p-value 
Theoretical Orientation to Reading 
18 Item Scale 
7 Items Phonics 93 -2.97 .004 
Reading CertificationEndorsement 28 19.43 
No Reading CertificationiEndorsement 67 23.18 
6 Items Skills 9 1 -1.44 ,154 
Reading CertificationEndorsement 25 21.04 
No Reading CertificationlEndorsement 68 22.12 
5 Items Whole Language 93 2.32 ,022 
Reading CertificationEndorsement 29 15 .OO 
No Reading CertificationiEndorsement 66 13.11 
18 Item TORP Total 84 -1.68 ,097 
Reading CertificationEndorsement 25 55.24 
No Reading CertificationEndorsement 6 1 58.03 
Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing 
36 Item Scale 
13 Iten1 
Impact on Content 84 -.932 ,354 
Reading CertificationiEndorsement 25 28.32 
No Reading CertificationEndorsement 6 1 30.52 
8 ltem 
Perceived Value of the State Test 84 -.901 ,370 
Reading CertificationEndorsement 23 15.17 
No Reading Certification~Endorsement 63 16.10 
5 Item 
School Climate 89 -.450 ,654 
Reading CertificationEndorsement 27 16.41 
No Reading CertificationEndorsement 64 16.63 
6 Item 
Pressure on Teachers 9 1 1.71 ,087 
Reading CertificationEndorsement 29 19.17 
No Reading CertificationEndorsement . 64 17.88 
Table 4-25 Continued 
Variable and Group N Mean Diff t-value p-value 
4 Items 
Impact on Mode of Instruction 86 1.31 ,194 
Reading CertificationIEndorsement 25 13.20 
No Reading CertificationEndorsement 63 12.30 
36 Item ATHST Scale 64 -1.17 .248 
Reading CertificationEndorsement 17 90.94 
No Reading CertificationEndorsement 49 94.37 
Reading Test Performance 64 -1.86 ,068 
Reading CertificationEndorsement 18 67.06 
No Reading CertificationEndorsement 48 79.65 
Independent t-tests were performed to test for differences in theoretical 
orientation to reading, attitudes toward high stakes testing, and reading performance 
according to teachers having ESOL certificatiordendorsement and teachers that do not. 
There were significant differences in Reading Performance (t  = 2.18, p = .033) where 
teachers without ESOL certificatiordendorsement scored higher (80.21) than teachers 
with ESOL certificatiodendorsement (65.56) on reading test performance. 
There was a trend on the Theoretical Orientation to Reading Profile Whole 
Language subscale (p = .067) where teachers with no ESOL certification/endorsement 
scored higher (57.89) than teachers with ESOL certification on the Whole Language 
subscale. There was a trend on the Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing subscales for 
Impact on Content (p = .072) where teachers without ESOL certification had slightly 
higher scores (3 1.19): and a trend was observed on Pressure on Teachers @ = .05 1) with 
teachers having ESOL certification feeling slightly more pressure (19.32) in terms of 
high stakes testing than those without certification. There were no significant differences 
on the Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing total scale (p = .468) Perceived Value of the 
State Test, School Climate, and Impact on Mode of Instruction according to teachers 
having ESOL certificatiodendorsement and teachers that do not. The results of the t-test 
comparisons on theoretical orientation to reading, attitudes toward high stakes testing, 
and reading performance according to teachers having ESOL certificatiodendorsement 
versus teachers without certification are presented in Table 4-26. 
Table 4-26 
Comparisons of Theoretical Orientation to Reading, Attitudes Toward High Stakes 
Testing, and Reading Performance According to Teachers Having ESOL 
Certification/Endorsement versus Teachers That Do Not: Independent t-test 
Variable and Group N Mean Diff t-value p-value 
Theoretical Orientation to Reading 
- 
18 Item Scale 
7 Items Phonics 93 -306 ,423 
ESOL CertificatiodEndorsement 29 21.34 
No ESOL CertificatiodEndorsement 66 22.39 
6 Items Skills 41.61 -.001 .999 
ESOL CertificatiodEndorsement 29 21.83 
No ESOL CertificationlEndorsement 64 21.83 
5 Items Whole Language 39.29 1.88 ,067 
ESOL CertificatiodEndorsement 29 13.14 
No ESOL CertificationIEndorsement 66 57.89 
18 Item TORP Total 84 ,590 ,557 
ESOL CertificatiodEndorsement 27 57.89 
No ESOL CertificationIEndorsement 59 56.92 
Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing 
36 Item Scale 
13 Item 
Impact on Content 
ESOL Certification/Endorsement 
No ESOL CertificationIEndorsement 
8 Item 
Perceived Value of the State Test 
ESOL CertificatiodEndorsement 
No ESOL Certification/Endorsement 
5 Item 
School Climate 
ESOL CertificatiodEndorsement 
No ESOL CertificationIEndorsement 
6 Item 
Pressure on Teachers 
ESOL CertificationlEndorsement 
No ESOL CertificationIEndorsement 
4 Items 
Impact on Mode of Instruction 
ESOL Certificationl'ndorsement 
No ESOL CertificationIEndorsement 
36 Item ATHST Scale 
ESOL CertificationlEndorsement 
No ESOL CertificationlEndorsement 
Table 4-26 Continued 
Variable and Group N Mean Diff t-value p-value 
Reading Test Performance 64 -2.18 ,033 
ESOL Certification/Endorsement 18 65.56 
No ESOL CertificationIEndorsement 48 80.21 
Research Question 6 
Are there differences in theoretical orientation to reading, attitudes toward high stakes 
testing, and reading performance according to Reading First and Non-Reading First 
schools? 
Independent t-tests were performed to test for differences in theoretical 
orientation to reading, attitudes toward high stakes testing, and reading performance 
according to Reading First versus Non-Reading First schools. There were significant 
differences between Reading First and Non-Reading First schools and the Theoretical 
Orientation to Reading subscale Phonics ( t  = -2.15, p = .034) with a higher mean of 
24.45 for Reading First schools. 
There were no significant differences between Reading First and Non-Reading 
First schools on the Theoretical Orientation to Reading total scale (p = ,605) however, 
the Skills subscale (p = .083) and the Whole Language subscale (p = .056) showed a trend 
with Reading First schools scoring lower on Skills (M = 20.82) than Non Reading First 
schools (M = 22.19) and Reading First scoring lower on Whole Language (M = 12.25) 
than Non Reading First schools (M = 14.07). There were also no significant differences 
between Reading First and Non-Reading First schools on the Attitudes Toward High 
Stakes Testing total scale (p = .762) and the Impact on Content, School Climate and 
Pressure on Teachers subscales. There were trends on the Attitudes Toward High Stakes 
Testing subscales. The Impact on Mode of Instruction (p = .051) subscale showed 
Reading First schools had a higher mean reported for instruction influenced by the state 
test (M = 13.70) while non Reading First schools reported a lower mean for instruction 
influenced by the state test (M = 12.22). The Perceived Value of the State Test @ = .093) 
subscale showed a trend that teachers at Reading First schools believed that the state test 
was of higher value (M = 17.24) than non Reading First schools ( M =  15.44). There was 
another trend on Reading Performance @ = .065) comparing Reading First versus Non- 
Reading First schools where non Reading First schools had a higher mean on reading 
performance (M = 80.34) than Reading First schools ( M =  66.71). The results of the t-test 
comparisons of theoretical orientation to reading, attitudes toward high stakes testing, and 
reading performance according to Reading First and Non-Reading First schools are 
presented in Table 4-27. 
Table 4-27 
Comparisons for Reading First Schools Vs. Non Reading First School and Theoretical 
Orientation to Reading, Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing, and Reading 
Perfomance: Independent t-test 
Variable and Group N Mean Diff t- p-value 
value 
Theoretical Orientation to Reading 
18 Item Scale 
7 Items Phonics 
Reading First Schools 
Non Reading First Schools 
6 Items Skills 
Reading First Schools 
Non Reading First Schools 
5 Items Whole Language 
Reading First Schools 
Non Reading First Schools 
18 Item TORP Total 
Reading First Schools 
Non Reading First Schools 
Table 4-27 Continued 
Variable and Group N Mean Diff t- p-value 
value 
Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing 
36 Item Scale 
13 Item 
Impact on Content 80 -.823 .413 
Reading First Schools 19 28.00 
Non Reading First Schools 63 30.17 
8 Item 
Perceived Value of the State Test 82 1.70 .093 
Reading First Schools 2 1 17.24 
Non Reading First Schools 63 15.44 
5 Item 
School Climate 86 -1.05 .296 
Reading First Schools 21 16.19 
Non Reading First Schools 67 16.75 
6 Item 
Pressure on Teachers 87 305 .423 
Reading First Schools 22 18.91 
Non Reading First Schools 67 18.24 
4 Items 
Impact on Mode of Instruction 82 1.98 .051 
Reading First Schools 20 13.70 
Non Reading First Schools 64 12.22 
36 Item ATHST Scale 
Reading First Schools 
Non Reading First Schools 
Reading Test Performance 
Reading First Schools 14 66.71 62 -1.88 .065 
Non Reading First Schools 50 80.34 
Hypotheses 
Hypothesis 1 
Demographic profiles and work profiles of K-6 teachers, characteristics of their schools 
and characteristics of their students, and theoretical orientation to reading, are significant 
explanatory variables of attitudes toward high stakes testing. 
In order to test Hypotheses 1, Eta correlation analysis, Pearson r correlations, and 
multiple regression were used to determine the explanatory relationships among 
demographic profiles and work profiles of K-6 teachers, characteristics of their schools 
and characteristics of their students, and theoretical orientation to reading, and attitudes 
toward high stakes testing. Due to a low sample size, categorical variables were 
combined to create groups with N of at least 15 for regression before conducting Eta 
correlation analysis. The categories of race were combined to indicate white and other. 
Highest degree attained was combined to indicate bachelor's, master's, and doctoral/post 
master's. Teacher education program categories were combined to include a four year 
BAIBS certification program and other. Job title categories were combined to indicate 
regular classroom teacher and other. Primary grade level categories taught were divided 
to form two groups, K-2 and 3-6. States were combined into four regions: Northeast, 
Midwest, WestISouthwest, and Southeast. Teacher ethnicity was excluded from the 
regression due to an N of 6 for HispanicILatino teachers. 
Research Hypothesis 1 has six separate hypotheses. Each hypothesis tests a 
different explanatory relationship among demographic profiles and work profiles of K-6 
teachers, characteristics of their schools and characteristics of their students, theoretical 
orientation to reading and variations of the dependent variable of attitudes toward high 
stakes testing: the dependent variable changed as follows: H1 the total score for Attitudes 
Toward High Stakes Testing, HI, Pressure on Teachers subscale, Hlb School Climate 
subscale, HI, Perceived Value of the State Test subscale, Hld Impact on Content 
subscale, and HI, Impact on Mode of Instruction subscale. 
In Research Hypothesis 1, explanatory categorical variables included: the 
demographic profiles of gender, race, teacher education leading to certification, reading 
certification/ endorsement, English as a Second Language (ESOL) certification1 
endorsement; the work profiles of job title, current grade level being taught, and whether 
the grade level taught is involved in high stakes testing; and the school characteristics of 
whether the school is involved in high stakes testing, Title I, Reading First, a School in 
Need of Improvement (SINI), making Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP), school 
description of urban/suburban/rural, and state that the school is in. For Research 
Hypothesis 1, explanatory variables that were scaled included: the demographic profiles 
of highest degree attained and teacher age; the school characteristics of school grade as 
assigned by the state; the student characteristics of race and ethnicity, limited English 
proficient (LEP), special education/Exceptional Student Education (ESE); and the 
Theoretical Orientation to Reading ProJile subscales of Phonics, Skills, Whole Language, 
and the created Bipolar subscale (Whole Language - Phonics). For the correlational 
analysis of Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing and its five subscales, Eta (h) was used 
when the variables were categorical. Pearson r was used when the variables were scaled. 
Eta correlation analysis indicated a trend between school description (p  = .069) 
and Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing. All other variables had non-significant 
correlations with Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing. 
Eta correlation analysis indicated that Title I (p = .001) was significantly 
correlated with Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing -Pressure on Teachers. A trend 
was found between reading certification (p = .087), ESOL certification (p = .051), and 
SINI (p = .055) and Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing-Pressure on Teachers. All 
other variables had non-significant correlations with Attitudes Toward High Stakes 
Testing-Pressure on Teachers. 
Eta correlation analysis indicated that race @ = .029), Title I (p = .002), SINI @ = 
.003), and AYP (p = ,001) were significantly correlated with Attitudes Toward High 
Stakes Testing-School Climate. All other variables had non-significant correlations with 
School Climate. 
Eta correlation analysis indicated that no variables were significantly correlated 
with Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing-Perceived Value of the State Test. A trend 
was found between Reading First (p = .093) and the dependent variable of Attitudes 
Toward High Stakes Testing-Perceived Value of the State Test. 
Eta correlation analysis indicated that SINI (p = .029), school description (p = 
.015), and state (p = .018) were significantly correlated with Attitudes Toward High 
Stakes Testing-Impact on Content. A trend was found between ESOL certification (p = 
.072), Title I (p = .063), and Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing-Impact on Content. 
All other variables had non-significant correlations with the dependent variable of 
Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing-Impact on Content. 
Eta correlation analysis indicated that teacher education leading to certification 
was significantly correlated with Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing -Impact on Mode 
of Instruction. A trend was found between Reading First (p = .051), state (p = .078), and 
the dependent variable of Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing -Impact on Mode of 
Instmction. A11 other variables had non-significant correlations with Attitudes Toward 
High Stakes Testing-Impact on Mode of Instruction. The results of the Eta correlation 
analysis, Eta Squared, F, andp values are presented in Table 4-28. 
Table 4-28 
Eta Correlations for Categorical Variables of Demographic Profiles and Work Profiles 
of K-6 Teachers, Characteristics of Their Schools and Attitudes Toward High Stakes 
Testing (Total Scale and Subscales) 
Correlations with Attitudes Toward High Stakes 
Testing 
Demographic Profiles 
Gender 
Race 
Teacher Education leading to certification 
Reading Certification 
ESOL Certification 
Teacher Work Profile 
Job Title 
Grade Level Taught 
Grade Level Tested with state mandated test 
School Characteristics 
High Stakes Testing 
Title I 
Reading First 
SMI 
AYP 
School Description 
State 
Correlations with Pressure on Teachers 
Demographic Profiles 
Gender 
Race 
Teacher Education leading to certification 
Reading Certification 
ESOL Certification 
Teacher Work Profile 
Job Title 
Grade Level Taught 
Grade Level Tested with state mandated test 
School Characteristics 
High Stakes Testing 
Title I 
Reading First 
SIN1 
AYP 
Eta 
0 
Eta Squared F P 
(h2) 
Table 4-28 Continued 
Eta Eta Squared F P 
(h)  (h2) 
School Characteristics 
School Description ,185 ,034 1.57 ,214 
State ,248 ,061 1.92 ,132 
Correlations with School Climate 
Demographic Profiles 
Gender ,090 ,008 ,714 ,401 
Race ,231 ,053 4.94 ,029 
Teacher Education leading to certification .I21 .015 1.31 .255 
Reading Certification ,048 ,002 ,202 ,654 
ESOL Certification ,094 ,009 ,802 ,373 
Teacher Work Profile 
Job Title ,014 ,000 ,018 ,894 
Grade Level Taught ,032 .001 ,091 ,764 
Grade Level Tested with state mandated test ,017 ,000 ,026 ,873 
School Characteristics 
High Stakes Testing ,166 ,028 2.51 ,117 
Title I .318 .lo1 10.01 ,002 
Reading First ,113 ,013 1.11 ,296 
SIN1 ,315 ,099 9.59 ,003 
AYP .352 ,124 12.45 .001 
School Description ,549 ,301 18.55 ,000 
State ,055 ,003 ,086 ,968 
Correlations with Perceived Value of the State 
Test 
Demographic Profiles 
Gender ,061 ,004 .3 11 ,579 
Race ,153 ,023 1.98 ,163 
Teacher Education leading to certification ,151 ,023 1.96 ,165 
Reading Certification ,098 ,010 ,812 .370 
ESOL Certification ,024 .001 ,048 .827 
Teacher Work Profile 
Job Title ,175 .03 1 2.59 ,111 
Grade Level Taught ,089 .008 ,646 .424 
Grade Level Tested with state mandated test ,164 ,027 2.32 ,131 
School Characteristics 
High Stakes Testing ,070 ,005 .404 ,527 
Title I ,052 ,003 ,224 .637 
Reading First ,185 ,034 2.90 ,093 
SIN1 ,063 ,004 ,329 ,568 
AYP ,019 ,000 ,029 ,866 
School Description ,094 ,009 .362 ,697 
State ,224 ,050 1.43 ,241 
Table 4-28 Continued 
Eta Eta Squared F P 
(h)  (h2) 
Correlations with Impact on Content 
Demographic Profiles 
Gender 
Race 
Teacher Education leading to certification 
Reading Certification 
ESOL Certification 
Teacher Work Profile 
Job Title 
Grade Level Taught 
Grade Level Tested with state mandated test 
School Characteristics 
High Stakes Testing 
Title I 
Reading First 
SIN1 
AYF' 
School Description 
State 
Correlations with Impact on,Mode of Instruction 
Demographic Profiles 
Gender 
Race 
Teacher Education leading to certification 
Reading Certification 
ESOL Certification 
Teacher Work Profile 
Job Title 
Grade Level Taught 
Grade Level Tested with state mandated test 
School Characteristics 
High Stakes Testing 
Title I 
Reading First 
SIN1 
AYP 
School Description 
State 
Significant or trend categorical variables resulting from Eta correlations with the 
total Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing Scale and its subscales were dummy coded 
with 1's and 0's in order to determine their association using Pearson r. For Hypothesis 1, 
correlations with the Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing total scale revealed no 
significant and one trend Eta relationship with school description (p  = .069), which was 
dummy coded. For example, school description was transformed into three separate 
variables: urban, suburban, and rural. Urban was assigned a value of 1 when response 
was urban and 0 otherwise. Suburban was assigned a value of 1 when response was 
suburban and 0 otherwise. Rural was assigned a value of 1 when response was rural and 
0 otherwise. Pearson r correlations were used to determine the relationships among 
Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing and the three different school description dummy 
variables of urban, suburban, and rural. The school characteristic description of urban 
had significance (r  = -.281, p = .022 inverse). 
For Hypothesis I,, the categorical variable of Title I (p = .001) had a significant 
Eta with Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing-Pressure on Teachers, and was dummy 
coded for Pearson r relationships. Eta results for categorical variables of ESOL 
certification (p = .051), schools in need of improvement (SINI) (p = .055), and reading 
certification @ = .087) had trend relationships with Attitudes Toward High Stakes 
Testing-Pressure on Teachers and were dummy coded for Pearson r relationships. 
Significant results of Pearson r correlations with Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing- 
Pressure on Teachers were: school characteristics of Title I (r  = , 3 0 3 , ~  = .003), non-Title 
I (r = -.335,p = ,001 inverse), and SINI (r = .207,p = .046). The teacher demographics of 
ESOL certification (r  = .203, p = .051), non-ESOL certification (r = -.203, p = .051 
inverse), reading certification (r = ,178, p = .087), and non-reading certification (r = - 
.178,p = .087 inverse) showed a trend. 
For Hypothesis lb, the categorical variables of race, Title I, SINI, AYP, and 
school description had significant Eta relationships with Attitudes Toward High Stakes 
Testing-School Climate and were dummy coded. There were no trend relationships. 
Results of Pearson r correlations with Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing-School 
Climate were: the teacher demographic of white race (r = .219, p = ,037) and other race 
( r  = -.231, p = .027 inverse) and the school characteristics of Title I ( r  = -.318, p = ,002 
inverse), non-Title I (r  = .318,p = .002), SIN1 ( r  = -.304,p = .003 inverse), non-SIN1 (r = 
.332,p = .001), AYP (r = .360,p = .000) and non-AYP (r = -.346,p = .001 inverse) were 
significant. 
For Hypothesis I,, the categorical variable of Reading First had an Eta trend 
relationship with Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing-Perceived Value of the State Test. 
There were no significant relationships. Results of Pearson r correlation of the school 
characteristic of being a Reading First school with Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing- 
Perceived Value of the State Test showed a trend (r = ,190, p = .081). 
For Hypothesis ld :  the variables of SINI, school description, state, ESOL 
certification and Title I showed an Eta relationship with Attitudes Toward High Stakes 
Testing-Impact on Content, and were dummy coded. Pearson r correlations of the school 
characteristics of SINI (r  = -.242, p = .025 inverse), urban (r  = -.298, p = .005 inverse), 
Midwest states (r  = .219, p = .043), and WestISouthwest states (r = -.274, p = .011 
inverse) had significance. The school characteristics of non-SIN1 (r = .201, p = .064), 
rural school ( r  = ,203, p = .061), Title I (r = -.200, p = .065 inverse), and non-Title I (r = 
.203, p = .061), and the teacher demographics of ESOL certification (r = -. 195, p = .072 
inverse) and non-ESOL certification (r  = .195, p = ,072) showed a trend. 
For Hypothesis 1,: the variables of teacher education leading to certification, 
Reading First, and state showed an Eta relationship with Attitudes Toward High Stakes 
Testing-Impact on Mode of Instruction and were dummy coded. Pearson r correlations of 
the teacher demographic of teacher education leading to certification were significant for 
a four year BAIBS (r  = .224, p = ,036) and other certification program (r  = -.224, p = 
.036 inverse) and school characteristics of Reading First (r  = .214,p = .045) and Midwest 
states (r  = -.255,p = .017 inverse). The school characteristic of non-Reading First (r = - 
.190, p = .076 inverse) showed a trend. The results of the Pearson r correlations of the 
dummy coded variables are presented in Table 4-29. 
Table 4-29 
Pearson r Correlations of Dummy Coded Categorical Variables of Demographic Projles 
and Work Projles of K-6 Teachers, Characteristics of Their Schools and Attitudes 
Toward High Stakes Testing (Total Scale and Subscales) 
Dummy Coded Variables Pearson r p-Value 
With Attitudes Toward High 
Stakes Testing 
School Characteristics 
School Description 
Urban -.281 
Suburban ,106 
Rural .I72 
With Pressure on Teachers 
School Characteristics 
Title I 
Yes 
No 
SIN1 
Yes 
No 
Teacher Demographics 
ESOL Certification 
Yes 
No 
Reading Certification 
Yes 
No 
Table 4-29 Continued 
Dummy Coded Variables Pearson r p-Value 
With School Climate , 
Teacher Demographics 
Race 
White 
Other race 
School Characteristics 
Title I 
Yes 
No 
SINI 
Yes 
No 
AYP 
Yes 
No 
School Characteristics 
,360 
-.346 
With Perceived Value of the 
State Test 
Reading First 
Yes ,190 
No -.I61 
With Impact on Content 
School Characteristics 
SINI 
Yes 
No 
School Description 
Urban 
Suburban 
Rural 
States 
Northeast 
Midwest 
WestISouthwest 
Southeast 
Teacher Demographics 
ESOL Certification 
Yes 
No 
School Characteristics 
Title I 
Yes 
No 
Table 4-29 Continued 
Dummy Coded Variables Pearson r p-Value 
With Impact on Mode of 
Instruction 
Teacher Demographics 
Teacher Education leading 
to certification 
Four- year BAlBS ,224 
Other certification -.224 
School Characteristics 
Reading First 
Yes ,214 .045 
NO -.I90 ,076 
States 
Northeast -.058 .592 
Midwest -.255 .017 
WestlSouthwest ,088 .417 
Southeast ,156 ,146 
Pearson r correlations were used to analyze the relationship among the scaled 
variables of demographic profiles (highest degree attained and teacher age), school 
characteristics (school grade as assigned by the state), student characteristics (race, 
ethnicity, limited English proficient (LEP), special education/Exceptional Student 
Education (ESE)), and Theoretical Orientation to Reading Profile subscales of Phonics, 
Skills, Whole Language, and created Bipolar subscale (Whole Language - Phonics) with 
Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing total scale and subscales. 
For Hypothesis 1, Pearson r correlations resulted in three variables that were 
significantly related to Attitudes TowardHigh Stakes Testing: TOW phonics (r = .307, p 
= .014), TORP skills (r = .290, p = .019), and ESE (r = -.285, p = .024 inverse). For 
Hypothesis la, Pearson r correlations resulted in seven variables that were significant and 
trend variables related to Pressure on Teachers: student race of white (r = -.402, p = 
.001), student ethnicity of Hispanic (r = .326, p = .005), student educational category of 
ESOL (r = .299, p = .005), student race of black student (r = .265, p = .023), student 
educational category of ESE (r = -.243,p = .024), student ethnicity of non-Hispanic (r  = - 
,232, p = .036), school grade (r = -.215, p = .068). For Hypothesis lb, Pearson r 
correlations resulted in two variables that were significantly related to School Climate: 
student race of black (r = -.365, p = .002) and TOW skills (r  = .259, p = .017). For 
Hypothesis I,, Pearson r correlations resulted in four variables that were significant and 
trend variables related to Perceived Value of the State Test: TOW phonics (r = .303, p = 
.006), TOW skills (r = .253, p = .023), TORP Bipolar (r = -.193, p = .091), and student 
educational category of ESE (r = -.193, p = .087). For Hypothesis ld, Pearson r 
correlations resulted in four variables that were significant and trend variables related to 
Impact on Content: student educational categories of ESOL (r  = -.344, p = .002) and ESE 
(r  = -.281,p = .012), student ethnicity of Hispanic (r = -.258,p = .034), and student race 
of white (r  = .245, p = .068). For Hypothesis I,, Pearson r correlations resulted in five 
variables that were significant and trend variables related to Impact on Mode of 
Instruction: teacher demographic profile of age (r = -.296, p = .006), student race of 
white (r  = -.288, p = .028), school characteristic of school grade (r  = -.268, p = .025), 
TORP skills (r  = .230,p = ,039) and T O W  phonics (r  = .191, p = .086). The results of 
the Pearson r correlations for the scaled variables of teacher demographic and work 
profiles, school and student characteristics and Theoretical Orientation to Reading 
Subscales and Bipolar Scale with Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing (total and 
subscales) are presented in Table 4-30. 
Table 4-30 
Pearson r Correlations of Teacher Demographic and Work Profiles, School and Student Characteristics and Theoretical Orientation 
to Reading Subscales and Bipblar Scale with Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing (Total and Subscales) 
Attitudes Pressure on School Climate Perceived Value Impact on Impact on Mode 
Toward High Teachers of the State Test Content of Instruction 
Stakes Testing 
Demographic Profiles 
Highest Degree Attained .I24 .327 ,140 ,184 ,085 .429 ,029 ,791 ,042 ,702 .003 ,976 
Age -.041 .745 ,094 ,377 -.035 ,744 -.lo2 ,360 ,014 ,899 -.296 .006 
School Characteristics 
School Grade ,133 ,337 -.215 ,068 ,522 ,000 ,014 ,912 .I31 ,273 -.268 ,025 
Student Characteristics 
Race 
-4 m White .OOO ,998 -.402 .001 ,057 ,663 -.lo5 ,437 ,245 .068 -.288 ,028 
Black -.I90 ,172 ,265 ,023 -.365 .002 -.I43 ,245 -.I64 ,176 ,108 ,378 
American Indian ,074 ,627 .042 ,740 -.099 .431 -.030 ,819 .053 ,677 ,059 .646 
Asian ,027 .874 -.064 ,653 -.037 ,795 ,007 .961 ,080 ,589 -.097 .508 
Hawaiian ,048 ,825 -.I27 .475 -.099 .572 -.088 ,637 ,152 .397 -.012 ,948 
Ethnicity 
Hispanic ,007 ,960 .326 ,005 -.080 ..505 ,145 ,246 -.258 ,034 ,021 ,865 
Not Hispanic -.047 ,717 -.232 ,036 ,069 .538 -.I48 ,202 ..I24 ,282 -.I12 ,328 
Educational Category 
ESOL -.I81 ,156 ,299 ,005 -.I80 ,100 ,125 ,267 ' -.344 ,002 ,112 ,318 
ESE -.285 ,024 .243 ,024 -.I59 ,150 -.I93 ,087 -.281 ,012 ,100 ,372 
Theoretical Orientation to Reading 
Subscales 
Phonics ,307 ,014 ,028 ,795 ,044 ,686 .303 .006 ,149 ,183 ,191 ,086 
Skills ,290 ,019 ,072 .511 .259 ,017 ,253 ,023 .054 ,636 ,230 ,039 
Whole Language ,015 ,909 ,049 ,650 ,040 .718 ,062 ,585 -.069 ,540 ,017 ,884 
Bipolar -.I99 .I25 ,003 .980 -.017 ,881 -.I93 ,091 -.I25 ,279 -.096 .403 
To test research hypothesis 1, the enter method for hierarchical multiple 
regression was used to find the best explanatory model of the relationships among 
demographic profiles and work profiles of K-6 teachers, characteristics of their schools 
and characteristics of their students, and theoretical orientation to reading as significant 
explanatory variables of Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing. Significant and trend 
variables were entered into the regression model in the order of the strength of their 
relationship to the dependent variable: TOW phonics (r  = .307, p = .014), TOW skills (r  
= .290, p = .019), student characteristic of ESE (r = -.285, p = .024 inverse) and school 
characteristic of urban (r = -.281, p = .024 inverse) until a significant F model with the 
highest R2 and adjusted R2 was produced. Collinearity statistics of variance inflation 
factor (VIF) and tolerance were used to test for multicollinearity. For hypothesis 1, the 
VIF were not more than 10 (range 1.000 to 1.331) and the tolerance was more than .10 
(range .751 to 1.000) indicating that multicollinearity was not an issue. 
The multiple regression analysis resulted in four different models all of which had 
significant F values which tests for the significance of R2, or the model as a whole. 
Model 4 was selected as the most significant of the four models to explain how 
demographic profiles and work profiles of K-6 teachers, characteristics of their schools 
and characteristics of their students, and theoretical orientation to reading contribute to 
Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing (total score). Model 4 had four explanatory 
variables of Theoretical Orientation to Reading; Phonics and Skills, student educational 
category of ESE, and school characteristic of urban. It was the best explanatory model 
to explain Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing (F  = 4.77, p = ,002) and resulted in a R2 
of (.248) and an adjusted R2 of (.196). The overall variance explained by the four 
variables ranged between 19.6% and 24.8%. To analyze the individual predictors in 
Model 4, the t-statistic, which was the ratio of the regression coefficient to its standard 
error (BISE), was significant only for ESE (-2.40, p = .020), or schools with fewer ESE, 
had higher scores on Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing. 
The effect size of the explanatory variables (or the order of importance in 
explaining Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing (total score) based on the standardized 
Beta coefficients (p) were: student characteristic of ESE (p = -.280, p = .020), TOW 
Phonics (p = , 2 1 6 , ~  = .074), TOW skills (p = .213,p = .099), and school characteristic 
of urban (p = -.142, p = .256). According to the results, Hypothesis 1 was partially 
supported because only TORP, school characteristics, and student characteristics were 
explanatory variables; and, demographic profiles and work profiles of K-6 teachers were 
not. The best explanatory model found was: 
Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing = 72.84 (Constant) + TORP (+.388 
Phonics, + .692 Skills) + Student Characteristic (- .I44 ESE) + School 
Characteristic (- 3.21 Urban) + e 
The results of the hierarchical multiple regression analysis of the explanatory variables 
and Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing are shown in Table 4-3 1. 
Table 4-3 1 
Hierarchical Multiple Regression of Characteristics of Schools and Students, Theoretical 
Orientation to Reading, and Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing (Total Scale) 
Model B SE p t p-value F@) R' Adjusted 
R~ -- 
1 (Constant) 81.35 4.99 16.32 ,000 
TORP 
TOW Phonics ,550 .218 ,307 2.52 ,015 
6.33 ,094 .079 
(.015) 
2 (Constant) 68.01 8.94 7.61 .OOO 
TORP 
TOW Phonics ,441 ,223 ,246 1.97 ,053 
TOW Skills ,722 .404 .222 1.79 ,079 
4.87 ,140 ,111 
(.011) 
3 (Constant) 68.32 8.52 8.02 ,000 
TORP 
TOW Phonics .395 .214 ,220 1.85 ,069 
TOW Skills ,855 ,389 ,263 2.20 ,032 
Student 
Characteristic 
ESE -.I56 ,059 -.304 -2.64 ,011 
5.89 ,230 ,191 
(.001) 
4 (Constant) 72.84 9.37 7.78 ,000 
TORP 
TOW Phonics .388 ,213 ,216 1.82 ,074 
TORP Skills ,692 ,413 .213 1.68 ,099 
Student 
Characteristic 
ESE -.I44 ,060 -.280 -2.40 ,020 
School 
Characteristic 
Urban -3.21 2.79 -.I42 -1.15 ,256 
4.77 .248 ,196 
To test research hypothesis la, the enter method for hierarchical multiple 
regression was used to find the best explanatory model of the relationships among 
demographic profiles and work profiles of K-6 teachers, characteristics of their schools 
and characteristics of their students, and theoretical orientation to reading as significant 
explanatory variables of the Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing subscale, Pressure on 
Teachers. Fourteen explanatory variables were identified for the regression. The 
significant and trend variables were entered into the regression model in the order of the 
strength of their relationship to the dependent variable: student race of white (r = -.402, p 
= .001), school characteristics of non-Title I (r = -.335, p = ,001 inverse), student 
ethnicity of Hispanic (r = .326, p = .005), school characteristics of Title I (r = .303, p = 
.003), student educational category of ESOL (r = .299, p = .005), student race of black 
student (r = .265, p = .023), student educational category of ESE (r = -.243, p = .024), 
student ethnicity of non-Hispanic (r = -.232,p = .036), school grade (r = -.215,p = .068), 
school characteristics of SJNI (r = .207, p = .046), teacher demographics of ESOL 
Certification (r = .203, p = .051), non-ESOL certification (r = -.203, p = .051 inverse), 
reading certification (r = .178, p = .087), and non-reading certification (r = -.178, p = 
.087 inverse) until a significant F model with the highest R2 and adjusted R2 was 
produced. Collinearity statistics of variance inflation factor (VIF) and tolerance were 
used to test for multicollinearity. For hypothesis la, the VIF were more than 10 (range 
1.000 to 43.774) and the tolerance was less than .10 (range ,023 to 1.000) indicating that 
multicollinearity was an issue. The variable with the highest variance inflation factor 
(school characteristic of non-Title I, 43.774) was removed which resulted in the VIF less 
than 10 (range 1.000 to 9.050) and the tolerance more than .10 (range .I10 to 1.000) 
indicating that multicollinearity was no longer an issue. 
The multiple regression analysis resulted in seven different models, which had 
significant F values which tests for the significance of R2, or the model as a whole. 
Model 6 was selected as the best model of the seven to explain how demographic profiles 
and work profiles of K-6 teachers, characteristics of their schools and characteristics of 
their students, and theoretical orientation to reading contribute to Pressure on Teachers. 
Model 6 had nine explanatory variables of student characteristic of white, Hispanic, 
ESOL, black, ESE, and non-Hispanic and school characteristic of Title I, school grade, 
and SINI. It was the best explanatory model to explain Pressure on Teachers (F  = 3.18, 
p = .005) and resulted in a R' of (.400) and an adjusted R~ of (.274). The overall variance 
explained by the nine variables ranged between 27.4% and 40%. To analyze the 
individual predictors in Model 6, the t-statistic, which is the ratio of the regression 
coefficient to its standard error (BISE), was significant only for student characteristic of 
white (-.070, p = .010), Hispanic (135, p = .004), ESOL (-. 144, p = .013), and ESE 
(.053, p = ,020). Teachers with fewer white and ESOL students in their classroom, had 
higher scores on Pressure on Teachers. 
The effect size of the explanatory variables (or the order of importance in 
explaining Pressure on Teachers) based on the standardized Beta coefficients (P) was: 
student characteristic of Hispanic ($ = 1.006, p = .044), student characteristic of ESOL 
($ = -.920, p = .013), student characteristic of white ($ = -.593, p = .010), student 
characteristic of ESE ($ = .321, p = .020), student characteristic of black (fJ = -.265,p = 
.238), school characteristic of Title I ($ = .254, p = .1 lo),  student characteristic of non- 
Hispanic ($ = -.188,p = .282), school characteristic of school grade ($ = -.163,p = .3 lo),  
and school characteristic of SINI ($ = .157, p = ,279). According to the results, 
Hypothesis 1, was partially supported because only school characteristics and student 
characteristics were explanatory variables; and TOW, demographic profiles, and work 
profiles of K-6 teachers were not. The best explanatory model found was: 
Attitudes toward High Stakes Testing - Pressure on Teachers = 21.57 (Constant) 
+ Student Characteristic (- ,070 White, + .I35 Hispanic, - .I44 ESOL, - ,033 
Black, + .053 ESE, + .018 non-Hispanic) + School Characteristics (- .552 
School Grade, + 1.734 Title I, + 1.39 SINI) + e 
The results of the hierarchical multiple regression analysis of the explanatory variables 
and Pressure on Teachers are shown in Table 4-32. 
Table 4-32 
Hierarchical Multiple Regression of Demographic and Work Projles of K-6 Teachers, 
Characteristics of Their Schools and Their Students, and Theoretical Orientation to 
Reading, and Pressure on Teachers 
Model B SE I3 t p-value F(p )  R2 Adjusted 
R2 
1 (Constant) 21.51 1.12 19.27 ,000 
Student 
Characteristic 
White -.047 ,015 -.402 -3.14 ,003 
9.83 ,162 ,145 
(.003) 
2 (Constant) 20.14 1.50 13.42 ,000 
Student 
Characteristic 
White -.047 ,017 -.402 -2.74 ,009 
Hispanic .074 ,037 ,550 2.02 ,049 
ESOL -.072 .047 -.458 -1.51 ,138 
School 
Characteristic 
Title 1 1.41 ,939 ,207 1.50 .I39 
4.36 ,267 ,206 
(.004) 
Table 4-32 Continued 
Model B SE I3 t p-value F@) Rf Adjusted 
R~ 
3 (Constant) 19.68 2.24 8.80 ,000 
Student 
Characteristic 
White 
Hispanic 
ESOL 
Black 
ESE 
School 
Characteristic 
Title 1 
4 (Constant) 
Student 
Characteristic 
White 
Hispanic 
ESOL 
Black 
ESE 
Not Hispanic 
School 
Characteristic 
Title 1 
5 (Constant) 
Student 
Characteristic 
White 
Hispanic 
ESOL 
Black 
ESE 
Not Hispanic 
School 
Characteristic 
Title 1 
School Grade 
Table 4-32 Continued 
Model B SE I3 t p-value F@) RZ Adjusted 
RZ 
6 (Constant) 21.57 3.15 6.84 ,000 
Student 
Characteristic 
White 
Hispanic 
ESOL 
Black 
ESE 
Not Hispanic 
School 
Characteristic 
Title 1 
School Grade 
SINI 
7 (Constant) 
Student 
Characteristic 
White 
Hispanic 
ESOL 
Black 
ESE 
Not Hispanic 
School 
Characteristic 
Title 1 
School Grade 
SINI 
Teacher 
Demographic 
Profile 
Non ESOL 
Certification 
To test research hypothesis l b ,  the enter method for hierarchical multiple 
regression was used to fmd the best explanatory model of the relationships among 
demographic profiles and work profiles of K-6 teachers, characteristics of their schools 
and characteristics of their students, and theoretical orientation to reading as significant 
explanatory variables of the Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing subscale of School 
Climate. Ten significant and trend variables were entered into the regression model in 
the order of the strength of their relationship to the dependent variable: student race of 
black (r = -.365, p = .002), school characteristic of AYP (r = ,360, p = .000), school 
characteristic of non-AYP (r = -.346, p = ,001 inverse), non-SIN1 (r = .332, p = .001), 
Title I (r = -.318, p = .002 inverse), non-Title I (r = .318, p = .002), SIN1 (r  = -.304, p = 
.003 inverse), TOW skills (r = .259, p = .017), teacher demographic of other race (r = - 
,231, p = .027 inverse), and white race (r = .219, p = .037) until the best significant F 
model with the highest R2 and adjusted R~ was produced. Collinearity statistics of 
variance inflation factor (VIF) and tolerance were used to test for multicollinearity. For 
hypothesis lb, the VIF were more than 10 (range 1.026 to 30.779) and the tolerance was 
less than .10 (range .032 to 1.000) indicating that multicollinearity was an issue. Three 
variables with the highest variance inflation factor (school characteristic of non-Title I, 
30.779, teacher demographic of race other, 16.739, and school characteristic of AYP, 
14.676) were eliminated fiom the regression resulting in the VIF being not more than 10 
(range 1.000 to 9.690) and the tolerance being more than .10 (range .I03 to 1.000) 
indicating that multicollinearity was no longer an issue. 
The multiple regression analysis resulted in seven different models, all of which 
had significant F values which tests for the significance of R2, or the model as a whole. 
Model 7 was selected as the most significant of the seven models to explain how 
demographic profiles and work profiles of K-6 teachers, characteristics of their schools 
and characteristics of their students, and theoretical orientation to reading contribute to 
School Climate. ~ o d i l  7 had seven explanatory variables of student characteristic of 
black, school characteristic of non-AYP, school characteristic of non-SINI, school 
characteristic of Title I, school characteristic of SINI, Theoretical Orientation to Reading- 
Skills, and teacher demographic of race white. It was the best explanatory model to 
explain School Climate (F  = 3.88, p = .001) and resulted in a R2 of (.298) and an adjusted 
R2 of (.222). The overall variance explained by the variables ranged from 22.2% to 
29.8%. To analyze the individual predictors in Model 7,  the t-statistic, which was the 
ratio of the regression coefficient to its standard error (BISE), was significant only for 
TORP skills (2.40, p = .020), or teachers with theoretical beliefs toward reading 
instruction favoring a skills approach had higher scores on School Climate. 
The effect size of the seven explanatory variables (or the order of importance in 
explaining School Climate) based on the standardized Beta coefficients (P) were: school 
characteristic of non-SIN1 ($ = .261, p = .414), Theoretical Orientation to Reading- 
Skills ($ = .254, p = .020), school characteristic of Title I ($ = -. 197, p = .093), student 
characteristic of black ($ = -. 177, p = .161), school characteristic of SINI ($ = .176, p = 
.592), school characteristic of non-AYP ($ = -.158, p = .267), teacher demographic of 
race white ($ = .08l, p = .509). According to the results, Hypothesis lb was partially 
supported because only TORP, school characteristics, student characteristics, and 
demographic profiles of K-6 teachers were explanatory variables; and, work profiles of 
K-6 teachers were not. 
The best explanatory model found was: 
Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing - School Climate = 12.32 (Constant) + 
School Characteristics (+1.373 Non-SZNZ, - .834 Title I, +962 SZM, - .788 
Non-AYP) +TORI' (+ .I65 Skills) + Student Characteristic (- .014 Black) + 
Teacher Demographic (+ .444 White Race) + e 
The results of the hierarchical multiple regression analysis of the explanatory variables 
and School Climate are shown in Table 4-33. 
Table 4-33 
Hierarchical Multiple Regression of Demographic and Work Profiles of K-6 Teachers, 
Characteristics of Their Schools and Their Students, and Theoretical Orientation to 
Reading, and School Climate 
Model B SE I3 t p-value F @) 2 Adjusted 
R= 
1 (Constant) 17.27 .317 54.50 ,000 
Student 
Characteristic 
Black -.028 ,009 -.365 -3.28 ,002 
10.74 ,133 ,121 
(.002) 
2 (Constant) 17.42 ,314 55.49 ,000 
Student 
Characteristic 
Black -.022 ,009 -.289 -2.56 ,013 
School 
Characteristic 
Non AYP -1.31 ,563 -.263 -2.33 ,023 
8.42 ,196 ,173 
(.001) 
3 (Constant) 16.79 ,801 20.97 .OOO 
Student 
Characteristic 
Black -.021 ,009 -.267 -2.31 ,024 
School 
Characteristic 
Non AYP -.971 ,692 -.I94 -1.40 .I66 
Non SIN1 ,633 .743 ,120 352 ,397 
5.83 .205 .I70 
(.001) 
4 (Constant) 17.14 ,833 20.56 ,000 
Student 
Characteristic 
Black -.017 ,009 -.220 -1.83 .07 1 
School 
Characteristic 
Non AYP -.864 .692 -.I73 -1.25 ,216 
Non SIN1 ,554 ,740 .lo5 ,749 ,457 
Title I -.691 ,497 -.I63 -1.39 ,169 
4.92 ,227 ,181 
(.002) 
Table 4-33 Continued 
Model B SE I3 t p-value F(p)  R' Adjusted 
R' 
5 (Constant) 16.31 1.68 9.72 .OOO 
Student 
Characteristic 
Black 
School 
Characteristic 
Non AYP 
Non SINI 
Title I 
SINI 
6 (Constant) 
Student 
Characteristic 
Black 
School 
Characteristic 
Non AYP 
Non SINI 
Title I 
SINI 
TORP 
TORP Skills 
7 (Constant) 12.32 2.28 5.36 ,000 
Student 
Characteristic 
Black -.014 ,010 -.I77 -1.42 ,161 
School 
Characteristic 
Non AYP -.788 ,703 -.I58 -1.120 ,267 
Non SINi 1.37 1.67 ,261 ,822 .414 
Title I -.834 ,489 -.I97 -1.706 .093 
SIN1 ,962 1.79 .I76 ,539 ,592 
TORP 
TORP Skills ,165 ,069 .254 2.40 ,020 
Teacher 
Demographic 
Race White ,444 ,668 ,081 ,664 ,509 
3.89 ,298 ,222 
(.001) 
To test research hypothesis I,, the enter method for hierarchical multiple 
regression was used to find the best explanatory model of the relationships among 
demographic profiles and work profiles of K-6 teachers, characteristics of their schools 
and characteristics of their students, and theoretical orientation to reading as significant 
explanatory variables of the Attitudes Towards High Stakes Testing subscale, Perceived 
Value of the State Test. Significant and trend variables were entered into the regression 
model in the order of the strength of their relationship to the dependent variable: TORP 
phonics (r = .303, p = .006), TOW skills (r = .253, p = .023), TORP Bipolar (r = -. 193, p 
= .091), and student educational category of ESE ( r  = -.193, p = .087) and school 
characteristic of being a Reading First school (r = .190, p = .081) until the best 
significant F model with the highest R2 and adjusted R2 was produced. Collinearity 
statistics of variance inflation factor (VIF) and tolerance were used to test for 
multicollinearity. For hypothesis 1, the VIF were not more than 10 (range 1.000 to 
5.306) and the tolerance was more than .10 (range .I88 to 1.000) indicating that 
multicollinearity was not an issue. 
The multiple regression analysis resulted in five different models all of which had 
significant F values which tests for the significance of R2, or the model as a whole. 
Model 5 was selected as the most significant of the four models to explain how 
demographic profiles and work profiles of K-6 teachers, characteristics of their schools 
and characteristics of their students, and theoretical orientation to reading contribute to 
Perceived Value of the State Test. Model 5 had five explanatory variables of Theoretical 
Orientation to Reading; Phonics, Skills, and Bipolar, student educational category of 
ESE, and school characteristic of Reading First. It was the best explanatory model to 
explain Perceived Value of the State Test (F  = 3.80, p = .004) and resulted in a R2 of 
(.229) and an adjusted R2 of (.169). The overall variance explained by the five variables 
ranged between 16.9% and 22.9%. To analyze the individual predictors in Model 5, the 
t-statistic, which was the ratio of the regression coefficient to its standard error (BISE), 
was significant only for ESE (-2.41, p = .019) and TOW skills (2.09, p = .041), or 
schools with fewer ESE, had higher scores on Perceived Value of the State Test. 
The effect size of the explanatory variables (or the order of importance in 
explaining Perceived Value of the State Test) based on the standardized Beta coefficients 
(fi) were: TORP phonics (p = .438,p = .088), TOW Bipolar (p = , 2 8 4 , ~  = .262), student 
characteristic of ESE (p = -.269,p = .019), TORP skills (p = .243,p = .041), and school 
characteristic of Reading First (p = -.161, p = .233). The school characteristic of ESE 
and TOW Skills uniquely predicts the dependent variable of Perceived Value of the State 
Test. According to the results, Hypothesis 1, was partially supported because only 
TORP, school characteristics, and student characteristics were explanatory variables; and, 
demographic profiles and work profiles of K-6 teachers were not. The best explanatory 
model found was: 
Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing - Perceived Value of the State Test = 3.42 
(Constant) + Theoretical Orientation (+.330 Phonics, + .I54 Bipolar, + ,330 
Skills) + Student Characteristic (- ,065 ESE) + School Characteristic (+1.41 
Reading First) + e 
The results of the hierarchical multiple regression analysis of the explanatory variables 
and Perceived Value of the State Test are shown in Table 4-34. 
Table 4-34 
Hierarchical Multiple Regression of Demographic and Work Profiles of K-6 Teachers, 
Characteristics o f  Their Schools and Their Students, and Theoretical Orientation to 
Reading, and Perceived Value of the State Test 
Model B SE I3 t p-value F(p) R' Adjusted 
DZ 
I, 
1 (Constant) 11.04. 1.79 6.16 ,000 
TORP 
Phonics 
2 (Constant) 
TORP 
Phonics 
Skills 
3 (Constant) 
TORP 
Phonics 
Skills 
Bipolar 
4 (Constant) 3.40 3.91 ,869 ,388 
TORP 
Phonics ,410 ,186 ,571 2.21 .03 1 
Skills ,250 ,145 ,192 1.73 ,089 
Bipolar .I90 ,133 ,363 1.43 .I57 
Student 
Characteristic 
ESE -.038 ,022 -.I85 -1.72 ,090 
4.20 .I87 ,143 
(.004) 
5 (Constant) 2.37 3.89 ,610 ,544 
TORP 
Phonics ,372 ,184 ,517 2.02 ,047 
Skills ,318 ,148 ,244 2.15 ,035 
Bipolar ,194 ,131 ,370 1.48 ,143 
Student 
Characteristic 
ESE -.040 ,022 -.I94 -1.83 ,072 
School 
Characteristic 
Reading 
First 1.99 1.10 ,199 1.80 ,075 
4.12 ,222 ,168 
(.002) 
To test research hypothesis ld, the enter method for hierarchical multiple 
regression was used to find the best explanatory model of the relationships among 
demographic profiles and work profiles of K-6 teachers, characteristics of their schools 
and characteristics of their students, and theoretical orientation to reading as significant 
explanatory variables of the Attitudes Towards High Stakes Testing subscale, Impact on 
Content. Significant variables were entered into the regression model in the order of the 
strength of their relationship to the dependent variable: student educational category of 
ESOL (r = -.344, p = .002), school characteristic of urban (r = -.298, p = .005 inverse), 
student educational category of ESE (r = -.281,p = ,012 inverse), school characteristic of 
West/Southwest states (r = -.274, p = .011 inverse), student ethnicity of Hispanic (r = - 
.258, p = .034 inverse), and student race of white (r = ,245, p = .068), school 
characteristic of SIN1 (r = -.242, p = .025 inverse), school characteristic of Midwest 
states (r = ,219, p = .043), school characteristics of rural school (r = .203, p = .061), non- 
Title I (r = .203, p = .061) non-SIN1 (r = .201, p = .064), Title I (r = -.200, p = .065 
inverse), and the teacher demographics of ESOL certification (r = -. 195, p = .072 inverse) 
and non-ESOL certification (r = .195, p = ,072). Collinearity statistics of variance 
inflation factor (VIF) and tolerance were used to test for multicollinearity. For 
hypothesis ld, the VIF were more than 10 (range 1.000 to 39.99) and the tolerance was 
less than .10 (range .025 to 1.000) indicating that multicollinearity was an issue. The 
variable with the highest variance inflation factor (school characteristic of non-Title 1, 
39.99) was removed which resulted in the VIF being not more than 10 (range 1.000 to 
8.852) and the tolerance being more than .10 (range ,113 to 1.000) indicating that 
multicollinearity was no longer an issue. 
Multiple regression analysis resulted in seven different models all of which had 
significant F values which tests for the significance of R2, or the model as a whole. 
Model 7 was selected as the most significant of the four models to explain how 
demographic profiles and work profiles of K-6 teachers, characteristics of their schools 
and characteristics of their students, and theoretical orientation to reading contribute to 
Impact on Content. Model 7 had 12 explanatory variables of student characteristics of 
ESOL, ESE, Hispanic, and white, school characteristics of urban, WestISouthwest states, 
SINI, Midwest states, rural, Non-SINI, and Title I, and teacher demographic of non- 
ESOL certification. It was the best explanatory model to explain Impact on Content (F = 
2.06, p = .041) and resulted in a R~ of (.365) and an adjusted R2 of (.188). The overall 
variance explained by the 12 variables ranged between 18.8% and 36.5%. To analyze the 
individual predictors in Model 7 ,  the t-statistic, which was the ratio of the regression 
coefficient to its standard error (BISE), was significant only for ESE (-2.61, p = .013), or 
schools with fewer ESE, had higher scores on Impact on Content. 
The effect size of the explanatory variables (or the order of importance in 
explaining Impact on Content) based on the standardized Beta coefficients (P) were: 
school characteristic of SINI (p = -.396, p = .281), student characteristic of ESE (p = - 
.352, p = .013), school characteristic of WestISouthwest states (p = -.273, p = .071), 
school characteristic of rural (p = ,272, p = .078), school characteristic of non-SINI (p = 
-.272, p = .452), student characteristic of ESOL (p = -.199, p = .528), school 
characteristic of Midwest states (p = .127, p = .370), school characteristic of Title I ($ = 
-. 116, p = .444), teacher demographic of non-ESOL certification (p = -.082, p = .589), 
student characteristic of white (p = -.028, p = .853), school characteristic of urban ($ = 
,024, p = .880), and student characteristic of Hispanic (fJ = -.018,p = .953). The school 
characteristic of ESE uniquely predicts the dependent variable of Impact on Content. 
According to the results, Hypothesis l d  was partially supported because only school 
characteristics, student characteristics, and teacher demographics were explanatory 
variables; and, TORP and work profiles of K-6 teachers were not. The best explanatory 
model found was: 
Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing - Impact on Content = 44.37 (Constant) + 
Student Characteristic (-. 091 ESOL, -. 174 ESE, --. 007 Hispanic, -. 01 0 White 
Race) + School Characteristic (- 10.29 SINI, -5.83 West/Southwest States, +.508 
Urban + 3.55 Midwest States, + 6.66 Rural - 6.79 Non-SINI, - 2.32 Title I )  + 
Teacher Demographic (-1.77 Non-ESOL CertiJication) + e 
The results of the hierarchical multiple regression analysis of the explanatory variables 
and Impact on Content are shown in Table 4-35. 
Table 4-35 
Hierarchical Multiple Regression of Demographic and Work ProJiles of K-6 Teachers, 
Characteristics of Their Schools and Their Students, and Theoretical Orientation to 
Reading, and Impact on Content 
Model B SE p t p-value F@) R' Adjusted 
R2 
1 (Constant) 33.56 1.68 19.93 ,000 
Student 
Characteristic 
ESOL -.I31 ,060 -.285 -2.18 .034 
School Characteristic 
Urban -4.76 2.81 -.221 -1.69 ,096 
5.191 ,164 ,132 
(.009) 
2 (Constant) 36.29 
Student 
Characteristic 
ESOL -.I22 
ESE -.I46 
School Characteristic 
Urban -2.96 
State WISW -4.34 
3 (Constant) 35.37 
Student 
Characteristic 
ESOL -.I43 
ESE -.I41 
Hispanic .025 
White .009 
School characteristic 
Urban -2.76 
State WISW -4.51 
Table 4-35 Continued 
Model B SE p t p-value P(p) R' Adjusted 
R= 
4 (Constant) 36.03 4.60 7.83 ,000 
Student 
Characteristic 
ESOL -.I12 ,141 -.243 -.794 .43 1 
ESE -.I38 ,063 -.283 -2.20 ,033 
Hispanic ,002 ,115 ,005 ,017 ,987 
White ,005 ,050 ,014 ,099 ,921 
School Characteristic 
Urban -1.58 3.02 -.074 -.525 ,602 
State WISW -4.99 3.00 -.234 -1.66 ,104 
SIN1 -5.02 3.58 -.I93 -1.41 ,167 
State Midwest 1.78 3.71 ,064 ,479 ,634 
2.67 ,312 ,195 
(.017) 
5 (Constant) 
Student 
Characteristic 
ESOL 
ESE 
Hispanic 
White 
School Characteristic 
Urban 
State WISW 
SIN1 
State Midwest 
Rural 
Non SIN1 
Table 4-35 Continued 
Model B SE $ t p-value F(p) R' Adjusted 
R~ 
6 (Constant) 42.47 9.55 4.45 ,000 
Student 
Characteristic 
ESOL -.095 ,142 -.207 -.668 .508 
ESE -.I69 .065 -.346 -2.58 .013 
Hispanic ,008 ,115 ,020 ,068 ,946 
White -.009 ,051 -.027 -.I83 ,856 
School Characteristic 
Urban ,725 3.28 .034 ,221 ,826 
State WISW -6.04 3.10 -.283 -1.95 ,058 
SIN1 -9.83 9.31 -.379 -1.06 ,297 
State Midwest 3.00 3.76 ,107 ,798 ,429 
Rural 6.10 3.51 ,249 1.74 ,090 
Non SIN1 -6.37 8.85 -.255 -.719 ,476 
Title I -2.26 2.98 -.I13 -.758 ,452 
2.26 ,361 ,201 
(.028) 
7 (Constant) 44.37 10.24 4.33 ,000 
Student 
Characteristic 
ESOL -.091 ,143 -.I99 -.636 ,528 
ESE -.I74 ,067 -.356 -2.61 ,013 
Hispanic -.007 ,119 -.018 -.059 ,953 
White -.010 .051 -.028 -.I87 ,853 
School Characteristic 
Urban ,508 3.33 ,024 .I52 ,880 
State WISW -5.83 3.15 -.273 -1.85 ,071 
SIN1 -10.29 9.43 -.396 -1.09 .28 1 
State Midwest 3.55 3.93 ,127 ,905 ,370 
Rural 6.66 3.69 ,272 1.81 ,078 
Non SIN1 -6.79 8.96 -.272 -.758 ,452 
Title 1 -2.32 3.00 -.I16 -.773 ,444 
Teacher 
Demographic 
Non ESOL 
Certification 
To test research hypothesis I,, the enter method for hierarchical multiple 
regression was used to find the best explanatory model of the relationships among 
demographic profiles and work profiles of K-6 teachers, characteristics of their schools 
and characteristics of their students, and theoretical orientation to reading as significant 
explanatory variables of the Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing subscale, Impact on 
Mode of Instruction. Significant variables were entered into the regression model in the 
order of the strength of their relationship to the dependent variable: teacher demographic 
profile of age (r = -.296, p = .006), student race of white (r = -.288, p = .028), school 
characteristic of school grade (r = -.268, p = .025), school characteristic of Midwest 
states (r = -.255, p = .017 inverse), TORP skills (r = .230, p = .039), teacher 
demographics of teacher education leading to certification for a four year BNBS (r = 
.224, p = .036) and other certification program (r = -.224, p = .036 inverse), school 
characteristic of Reading First (r = ,214, p = .045), TORP phonics (r = .191,p = .086), 
and school characteristic of non-Reading First (r = -.190, p = .076 inverse). For 
hypothesis I,, the VIF were not more than 10 (range 1.000 to 1.329) and the tolerance 
was more than .10 (range .752 to 1.000) indicating that multicollinearity was not an issue. 
The multiple regression analysis resulted in eight different models all of which 
had significant F values which tests for the significance of R2, or the model as a whole. 
Model 8 was selected as the most significant of the eight models to explain how 
demographic profiles and work profiles of K-6 teachers, characteristics of their schools 
and characteristics of their students, and theoretical orientation to reading contribute to 
Impact on Mode of Instruction. Model 8 had nine explanatory variables of teacher 
demographics of age and teacher education leading to certification, student characteristics 
of white race, TORP Skills and TOW Phonics, and school characteristics of school 
grade, Midwest states, Reading First and Non-Reading First. It was the best explanatory 
model to explain Impact on Mode of Instruction ( F  = 2.28, p = .034) and resulted in a R2 
of (.323) and an adjusted R2 of (.181). The overall variance explained by the nine 
variables ranged between 18.1% and 32.3%. To analyze the individual predictors in 
Model 8, the t-statistic, which is the ratio of the regression coefficient to its standard error 
(BISE), was significant only for Midwest states (-2.03, p = .048), or schools from 
Midwest states did not show a positive or negative Impact on Mode of Instruction as a 
result of high stakes testing. 
The effect size of the explanatory variables (or the order of importance in 
explaining Impact on Mode of Instruction) based on the standardized Beta coefficients 
(p) were: school characteristic of Reading First (p = .290, p = .285), school characteristic 
of Midwest states (p = -.261, p = .048), school characteristic of Non-Reading First (p = - 
, 2 1 0 , ~  = .448), teacher demographic of age (p = -.201,p = .157), school characteristic of 
school grade (p = -.199, p = .172), student characteristic of white race (p = -.171, p = 
.247), TORP Skills (p = ,145, p = .364), teacher demographic of other teacher education 
leading to certification (p = -. 141, p = .295), TORP Phonics (p = .038, p = .790). The 
school characteristic of Midwest states uniquely predicts the dependent variable of 
Impact on Mode of Instruction. According to the results, Hypothesis 1 ,  was partially 
supported because only school characteristics, student characteristics, teacher 
demographics, and TORP were explanatory variables and work profiles of K-6 teachers 
were not. The best explanatory model found was: 
Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing - Impact on Mode of Instruction = 13.58 
(Constant) + Teacher Demographic (-.051 Age, -.858 Other Teacher Education 
Leading to CertiJication) + Student Characteristic (-. 01 7 White Race) + School 
Characteristic (-.581 School Grade, -2.14 Midwest States, -2.01 Reading First, 
+1.37 Non-Reading First) +TOW (+. 019 Phonics, +. 131 Skills) + e 
The results of the hierarchical multiple regression analysis of the explanatory variables 
and Impact on Mode of Instruction are shown in Table 4-36. 
Table 4-36 
Hierarchical Multiple Regression of Demographic and Work Profiles of K-6 Teachers, 
Characteristics of Their Schools and Their Students, and Theoretical Orientation to 
Reading, and Impact on Mode of Instruction 
Model B SE fJ t p-value F(p) R2 Adjusted 
RZ 
1 (Constant) 15.66 1.45 10.77 ,000 
Teacher 
Demographic 
Age -.076 .034 -.296 -2.21 .03 1 
4.90 ,088 .070 
(.03 1) 
2 (Constant) 18.91 1.87 10.10 ,000 
Teacher 
Demographic 
Age -.071 .033 -.280 -2.19 ,033 
Student 
Characteristic 
White -.024 ,013 -.240 -1.83 ,074 
School 
Characteristic 
School 
Grade -.552 ,385 -.I89 -1.43 ,158 
4.16 ,203 ,154 
(.011) 
Table 4-36 Continued 
Model B SE p t p-value F(p)  RZ Adjusted 
R2 
3 (Constant) 19.08 1.829 10.44 ,000 
Teacher 
Demographic 
Age -.072 .032 -.28 1 -2.26 .029 
Student 
Characteristic 
White -.021 ,013 -.211 -1.64 ,108 
School 
Characteristic 
School 
Grade -.576 .376 -.I97 -1.532 ,132 
State 
Midwest 
4.15 ,257 ,195 
(.006) 
4 (Constant) 15.41 3.67 4.20 ,000 
Teacher 
Demographic 
Age -.060 ,033 -.234 -1.79 .08 1 
Student 
Characteristic 
White -.015 ,014 -.I52 -1.10 ,277 
School 
Characteristic 
School 
Grade 
State 
Midwest -1.92 1.02 -.234 -1.87 ,067 
TORP 
Skills .I49 ,129 ,164 1.15 ,254 
3.607 .277 ,200 
(.008) 
5 (Constant) 15.61 3.66 4.27 ,000 
Teacher 
Demographic 
Age -.054 ,034 -.211 -1.61 .I15 
Student 
Characteristic 
White -.016 ,014 -.I56 -1.13 ,264 
School 
Characteristic 
School 
Grade 
State 
Midwest 
TORP 
Skills ,136 ,129 ,150 1.06 ,297 
Teacher 
Demographic 
Teacher Ed -,935 
Cert other ,773 -.I54 -1.21 ,233 
Table 4-36 Continued 
Model B SE k' t p-value F@) R' Adjusted 
D Z  
n 
6 (Constant) 14.21 3.96 3.59 ,001 
Teacher 
Demographic 
Age -.048 .034 -.I89 -1.41 .166 
Student 
Characteristic 
White -.015 ,014 -.I43 -1.04 ,307 
School 
Characteristic 
School 
Grade -.570 ,410 -.I95 -1.39 ,171 
State 
Midwest -2.11 1.03 -.257 -2.05 ,046 
Reading 
First ,893 .969 .I29 ,922 ,361 
TORP 
Skills ,161 ,132 .I78 1.22 ,228 
Teacher 
Demographic 
Teacher Ed -,781 
Cert Other ,792 -.I29 -.986 ,330 
7 (Constant) 14.04 
Teacher 
Demographic 
Age -.047 
Student 
Characteristic 
White -.015 
School 
Characteristic 
School 
Grade -.560 
State 
Midwest -2.08 
Reading 
First ,823 
TORP 
Skills ,149 
Phonics ,019 
Teacher 
Demographic 
Teacher Ed 
Cert other -.790 ,801 -.I30 -.986 ,329 
Table 4-36 Continued 
Model B SE p t p-value F (p) RZ Adjusted 
R' 
8 (Constant) 13.58 4.12 3.30 .002 
Teacher 
Demographic 
Age -.051 .036 -.201 - 1.44 ,157 
Student 
Characteristic 
White -.017 ,015 -.I71 -1.17 ,247 
School 
Characteristic 
School 
Grade -.581 ,419 -.I99 -1.39 ,172 
State 
Midwest -2.14 1.05 -.261 -2.03 ,048 
Reading 
First 2.01 1.86 ,290 1.08 ,285 
Non- 
Reading 1.37 1.79 ,210 ,765 ,448 
First 
TORP 
Skills .I31 ,143 .I45 ,917 ,364 
Phonics ,019 ,071 .038 ,268 ,790 
Teacher 
Demographic 
Teacher Ed 
Cert other -.858 ,810 -.I41 -1.06 ,295 
2.28 ,323 .I81 
Hypothesis 2 
Demographic and work profiles of K-6 teachers, characteristics of their schools and 
students, theoretical orientation to reading, and attitudes toward high stakes testing are 
significant explanatory variables of reading performance. 
In order to test Hypotheses 2, Eta correlation analysis, Pearson r correlations, and 
the enter method for hierarchical multiple regression were used to determine the 
explanatory relationships among demographic profiles and work profiles of K-6 teachers, 
characteristics of their schools and characteristics of their students, theoretical orientation 
to reading, and attitudes toward high stakes testing, and reading performance. Due to a 
low sample size, categorical variables were combined to create groups with N of at least 
15 for regression before conducting Eta correlation analysis. The category of race was 
combined to indicate white and other. Highest degree attained was combined to indicate 
bachelor's, master's, and doctoraVpost master's. Teacher Education program was 
combined to indicate a four year BAIBS certification program and other. Job title was 
combined to indicate regular classroom teacher and other. Primary grade level taught 
was combined to indicate K-2 and 3-6. States were combined into four regions: 
Northeast, Midwest, WestfSouthwest, and Southeast. Teacher ethnicity was excluded 
from the regression due to an N of 6 for HispanicILatino teachers. 
For Research Hypothesis 2, explanatory categorical variables included: the 
demographic profiles of gender, race, teacher education leading to certification, reading 
certification/endorsement, English as a Second Language (ESOL) certification/ 
endorsement; the work profiles of job title, current grade level being taught, and whether 
the grade level taught is involved in high stakes testing; and the school characteristics of 
whether the school is involved in high stakes testing, Title I, Reading First, a School in 
Need of Improvement (SINI), making Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP), school 
description of urbadsuburbadrural, and state that the school is in. For Research 
Hypothesis 2, explanatory variables that were scaled included: the demographic profiles 
of highest degree attained and teacher age; the school characteristics of school grade as 
assigned by the state; the student characteristics of race and ethnicity, limited English 
proficient (LEP), special educatiodExceptiona1 Student Education (ESE); and the 
neoretical Orientation to Reading Projle subscales of Phonics, Skills, Whole Language, 
and the created Bipolar subscale (Whole Language - Phonics) and Attitudes Toward 
High Stakes Testing. For the correlational analysis of Reading Performance, Eta (h) was 
used when the variables were categorical. Pearson r was used when the variables were 
scaled. 
The significant or trend categorical variables associated with Reading 
Performance of ESOL certification, high stakes testing, Title I and the trend variables of 
reading certification, and Reading First were recoded as dummy variables. Variables 
were not dummy coded or examined for Pearson r relationships if no significant or trend 
Eta correlations were found. Eta correlation analysis indicated that ESOL certification (p 
= .033), high stakes testing (p = .007), and Title I (p = .003) were significantly correlated 
with Reading Performance. Trends were found between reading certification O, = .068), 
Reading First O, = .065) and Reading Performance. All other variables had non- 
significant correlations with Reading Performance. The results of the Eta correlation 
analysis, Eta Squared, F, andp values are presented in Table 4-37. 
Table 4-37 
Eta Correlations for Categorical Variables of Demographic Profiles and Work ProJiles 
of K-6 Teachers, Characteristics of Their Schools and Reading Performance 
Correlations with Reading Eta Eta F P 
Performance (h) Squared 
- 
(h2) 
Demographic Profdes 
Gender .I14 .013 ,825 .367 
Race .lo3 .011 .678 .414 
Teacher Education Leading to ,062 .004 .249 .619 
Certification 
Reading Certification .226 .05 1 3.44 .068 
ESOL Certification ,263 ,069 4.75 .033 
Teacher Work Profile 
Job Title .I58 ,025 1.60 .211 
Grade Level Taught .I18 .014 375 .353 
Grade Level Tested with State .010 .OOO .007 .934 
Mandated Test 
School Characteristics 
High Stakes Testing .334 .I12 7.92 .007 
Title I .365 ,133 9.70 .003 
Reading First .232 .054 3.52 .065 
SINI .481 .23 1 18.62 .OOO 
AYP .443 ,197 15.41 .OOO 
School Description .487 ,237 9.65 .OOO 
State .I83 .033 .703 .554 
Significant categorical variables associated with Reading Performance were 
dummy coded with 1's and 0's in order to determine their association using Pearson r. 
Pearson r correlations with Reading Performance revealed significant relationships 
between ESOL certification (r  = -.263, p = .033 inverse), non ESOL certification (r = 
.263, p = .033), schools involved in high stakes testing (r  = -.346, p = .004 inverse), 
schools not involved in high stakes testing (r = ,327, p = .007), schools that are Title 1 (r  
= -.349,p = .004), schools that are not Title I (r  = .294, p = .002), and schools that are not 
Reading First (r  = -.199, p = .017 inverse). Pearson r results for categorical variables of 
reading certification (r = -.226, p = .068 inverse) and non-reading certification (r  = .226, 
p = .068) had trend relationships with Reading Performance. The results of the Pearson r 
correlations of dummy coded categorical variables of demographic profiles and work 
profiles of K-6 teachers, characteristics of their schools and reading performance are 
shown in Table 4-38. 
Table 4-38 
Pearson r Correlations of Dummy Coded Categorical Variables of Demographic Proflles 
and Work Proflles of K-6 Teachers, Characteristics of Their Schools and Reading 
Performance 
Dummy Coded Variables Pearson r p-Value 
With Reading Performance 
ESOL Certification 
Yes -.263 .033 
No ,263 .033 
High Stakes Testing 
Yes -.346 ,004 
No .327 ,007 
Title I 
Yes -.349 .004 
No ,371 ,002 
Reading Certification 
Yes -.226 ,068 
No ,226 ,068 
Reading First 
Yes -.I99 .I10 
No ,294 ,017 
Pearson r correlations were used to analyze the relationship between the scaled 
variables of demographic profiles (highest degree attained and teacher age), school 
characteristics (school grade as assigned by the state), student characteristics (race, 
ethnicity, limited English proficient [LEP], special education/Exceptional Student 
Education [ESE]), and Theoretical Orientation to Reading Profile subscales of Phonics, 
Skills, Whole Language, and created Bipolar subscale (Whole Language - Phonics), 
Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing and Reading Performance. Pearson r correlations 
resulted in 11 variables that were significantly related to Reading Performance: school 
grade (r = .720, p = .000), student characteristics of race white (r = .299, p = .046), race 
black (r  = -.316,p = .019), race American Indian (r  = -.393, p = .006), ethnicity Hispanic 
(r  = -.292, p = .031), ethnicity non-Hispanic (r = .435, p = .001), educational category of 
ESOL (r = -.520, p = .000), and Attitudes of High Stakes Testing subscales: Pressure on 
Teachers (r  = -.254, p = .050), School Climate (r  = ,489, p = .000), Impact on Content (r  
= -.302, p = .021), and Impact on Mode of Instruction (r  = -.346, p = .007). Pearson r 
correlations resulted in one trend variable of TORP Whole Language Subscale (r  = -.222, 
p = .086). The results of the Pearson r correlations for the scaled variables of teacher 
demographic and work profiles, school and student characteristics, Theoretical 
Orientation to Reading Subscales and Bipolar Scale, Attitudes Toward High Stakes 
Testing and Reading Performance are presented in Table 4-39. 
Table 4-39 
Pearson r Correlations for the Scaled Variables of Teacher Demographic and Work 
Profiles, School and Student Characteristics, Theoretical Orientation to Reading 
Subscales and Bipolar Scale, Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing and Reading 
Performance 
-- 
Scaled Variables Pearson r ~ -Value  
With Reading Performance 
Demographic Profiles 
Highest Degree Attained ,156 ,219 
Age .I81 ,155 
Years of Teaching Experience ,086 ,494 
School Characteristics 
School Grade .720 ,000 
Student Characteristics 
Race 
White .299 .046 
Black -.316 ,019 
American Indian -.393 .006 
Asian ,004 ,982 
Hawaiian -.I29 .530 
Ethnicity 
Hispanic -.292 ,031 
Not Hispanic ,435 ,001 
Educational Category 
ESOL -.520 .OOO 
ESE -.007 ,955 
Theoretical Orientation to Reading 
Subscales 
Phonics ,102 .43 1 
Skills ,173 ,190 
Whole Language -.222 ,086 
Bipolar -.I79 ,174 
Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing 
Pressure on Teachers -.254 ,050 
School Climate ,489 ,000 
Perceived Value of the State test .I24 ,362 
Impact on Content -.302 ,021 
Impact on Mode of Instruction -.346 .007 
To test research hypothesis 2, hierarchical multiple regression was used to find 
the best explanatory model of the relationships among demographic profiles and work 
profiles of K-6 teachers, characteristics of their schools and characteristics of their 
students, theoretical orientation to reading, attitudes toward high stakes testing as 
significant explanatory variables of reading performance. Explanatory variables were 
entered into the regression model in the order of the strength of their relationship to the 
dependent variable: school grade ( r  = .720, p = .000), educational category of ESOL (r  = 
-.520,p = .000 inverse), attitudes toward high stakes testing-school climate (r  = .489,p = 
.000), ethnicity of non-Hispanic ( r  = .435, p = .001), student characteristic of race 
American Indian (r  = -.393, p = ,006 inverse), schools that are Title 1 (r  = -.349,p = .004 
inverse), attitudes toward high stakes testing-impact on mode of instruction (r  = -.346, p 
= .007 inverse), schools involved in high stakes testing ( r  = -.346, p = ,004 inverse), 
schools not involved in high stakes testing ( r  = ,327, p = .007), student characteristic of 
race Black ( r  = -.316, p = ,019 inverse), attitudes toward high stakes testing-impact on 
content ( r  = -.302, p = ,021 inverse), student characteristic of race white ( r  = .299, p = 
.046), ), schools that are not Title I (r  = .294, p = .002), ethnicity of Hispanic ( r  = -.292, p 
= .031 inverse), ESOL certification ( r  = -.263, p = .033 inverse), non ESOL certification 
( r  = ,263, p = .033) and attitudes toward high stakes testing-pressure on teachers ( r  = - 
,254, p = .050 inverse), reading certification ( r  = -.226, p = .068 inverse), non-reading 
certification ( r  = .226, p = .068), and schools that are not Reading First ( r  = -.199, p = 
.017 inverse) until a significant F model with the highest R2 and adjusted R2 was 
produced. Teacher demographics of ESOL certification and reading certification were 
excluded from the regression due to their inverse relationships with non-ESOL 
certification and non-reading certification. 
Collinearity statistics of variance inflation factor (VIF) and tolerance were used 
to test for multicollinearity. The VIF were more than 10 (range 1.121 to 38.427) and the 
tolerance was less than .10 (range .026 to 392) indicating that multicollinearity was an 
issue. 
Three variables with the highest variance inflation factor (school characteristic of 
non-Title I, 38.427, school characteristic of high stakes testing, 15.447, and student 
characteristic of ESOL, 13.449) were eliminated from the regression resulting in the VIF 
being not more than 10 (range 1.057 to 6.174) and the tolerance being more than .10 
(range .I62 to .887) indicating that multicollinearity was no longer an issue. 
The multiple regression analysis resulted in eight different models all of which 
had significant F values which tests for the significance of R2, or the model as a whole. 
Model 8 was selected as the most significant of the eight models to explain how 
demographic profiles and work profiles of K-6 teachers, characteristics of their schools 
and characteristics of their students, theoretical orientation to reading, and attitudes 
toward high stakes testing contribute to Reading Performance. Model 8 had fifteen 
explanatory variables of school characteristic of school grade, attitudes toward high 
stakes testing-school climate, student characteristic of non Hispanic, student 
characteristic of American Indian, school characteristic of Title I, attitudes toward high 
stakes testing-impact on mode of instruction, school characteristic of non-high stakes 
testing, student characteristic of race black, attitudes toward high stakes testing-impact on 
content, student characteristic of white, teacher demographic of non-ESOL certification, 
student characteristic of Hispanic, attitudes toward high stakes testing-pressure on 
teachers, teacher demographic of non-reading certification, and school characteristic of 
Reading First. It was the best explanatory model to explain Reading Performance (F  = 
7.654, p = ,000) and resulted in a R2 of (310) and an adjusted R2 of (.704). The overall 
variance explained by the fifteen variables ranged between 70.4% to 81.0%. To analyze 
the individual predictors in Model 8, the t-statistic, which was the ratio of the regression 
coefficient to its standard error (BISE), was significant for school characteristic of school 
grade (3.03, p = .005), student characteristic of non-Hispanic (2.63, p = .014), and 
student characteristic of race American Indian (-3.69, p = .001), or schools with a higher 
school grade and less Hispanic students had better reading performance and schools with 
more American Indian students had lower scores on Reading Performance. 
The effect size of the explanatory variables (or the order of importance in 
explaining Reading Performance) based on the standardized Beta coefficients (P) were: 
student characteristic of American Indian ($ = -.400, p = .001), school characteristic of 
school grade ($ = .368, p = .005), student characteristic of non Hispanic ($ = .314, p = 
.014), student characteristic of race black (p = -.297, p = .165), student characteristic of 
white ($ = -.268, p = .150), attitudes toward high stakes testing-impact on content ($ = 
.196, p = .067), attitudes toward high stakes testing-impact on mode of instruction (6 = - 
.175, p = .116), attitudes toward high stakes testing-school climate ($ = .138, p = .245), 
attitudes toward high stakes testing-pressure on teachers ($ = .124, p = .280), student 
characteristic of Hispanic ($ = -.114, p = .516), teacher demographic of non-reailing 
certification ($ = .099, p = .288), school characteristic of Title I ($ = .096, p = .397), and 
school characteristic of Reading First ($ = .090, p = .356), teacher demographic of non- 
ESOL certification ($ = .068, p = .556), school characteristic of non-high stakes testing 
($ = ,044, p = .672). According to the results, Hypothesis 2 was partially supported 
because only demographic profiles of K-6 teachers, school characteristics, student 
characteristics, and attitudes toward high stakes testing were explanatory variables; while 
work profiles of K-6 teachers and theoretical orientation to reading were not. 
The best explanatory model found was: 
Reading Performance = 6.478 (Constant) + School Characteristic (+ 9.213 
School Grade, + 4.818 Title I, +3.002 Non-High Stakes Testing, + 5.023 Reading 
First) + Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing (+ 1.646 School Climate, -1.505 
Impact on Mode of Instruction, +.914 Pressure on Teachers, +.492 Impact on 
Content) + Student Characteristic (f.223 Non-Hispanic, -.715 American 
Indian, -.272 Race Black, -.233 Race White, -.I13 Hispanic) + Teacher 
Demographic (+3.719 Non-ESOL Certijication, + 5.431 Non-Reading 
The results of the hierarchical multiple regression analysis of the explanatory variables 
and Reading Performance are shown in Table 4-40. 
Table 4-40 
Hierarchical Multiple Regression of Demographic Profiles of K-6 Teachers, 
Characteristics of Their Schools and Their Students, and Attitudes Toward High Stakes 
Testing, and Reading Pevfonnance 
Model B SE k' t p-value F @ )  $ Adjusted 
R~ 
1 (Constant) -18.1 1 20.29 -.892 .378 
School 
Characteristic 
School 14.05 2.98 ,561 4.72 ,000 
Grade 
ATHST 
School 2.10 1.38 ,176 1.52 ,137 
Climate 
Student 
Characteristic 
Not Hispanic ,211 ,072 ,296 2.91 ,006 
Table 4-40 Continued 
Model B SE I3 t p-value F(p) R2 Adjusted 
R2 
2 (Constant) 11.76 23.19 ,507 ,615 
school 
Charactcristic 
School 11.44 2.80 ,457 4.08 ,000 
Grade 
Title 1 1.44 4.96 ,029 ,291 ,773 
Non High 10.35 6.39 ,151 1.62 ,114 
Stakes 
Testing 
ATHST 
School 2.16 1.24 ,181 1.74 ,091 
Climate 
Impact on -1.67 ,802 -.I94 -2.08 ,045 
Mode of 
Instruction 
Student ,179 .067 .25 1 2.68 ,011 
Characteristic 
Not Hispanic 
American -.463 ,159 -.259 -2.91 ,006 
Indian 
3 (Constant) 
School 
Charactcristic 
School 
Grade 
Title 1 
Non High 
Stakes 
Testing 
ATHST 
School 
Climate 
Impact on 
Mode of 
Instruction 
Impact on 
Content 
Student 
Charactcristic 
Not Hispanic 
American 
Indian 
Black 
Table 4-40 Continued 
Model B SE p t p-value F@) R' Adjusted 
R~ 
4 (Constant) 14.29 31.02 ,461 ,648 
School 
Characteristic 
School 11.04 2.78 ,441 3.97 ,000 
Grade 
Title 1 4.42 5.07 ,088 ,872 ,390 
Non High 6.92 6.50 ,101 1.06 .295 
Stakes 
Testing 
ATHST 
School 1.61 1.26 ,135 1.27 ,214 
Climate 
Impact on -1.22 ,856 -.I42 -1.42 ,165 
Mode of 
Instruction 
Impact on ,487 ,239 ,194 2.04 ,050 
Content 
Student 
Characteristic 
Not Hispanic .229 ,075 .321 3.06 ,004 
American -.637 ,182 -.356 -3.50 ,001 
Indian 
Black -.I78 ,137 -.I94 -1.29 ,205 
White -.I71 ,127 -.I97 -1.35 ,186 
11.06 .776 .705 
(.OOO) 
5 (Constant) 24.94 42.83 ,582 ,565 
School 
Characteristic 
School 11.04 2.81 .44 1 3.93 ,000 
Grade 
Title 1 5.69 5.41 ,113 1.05 ,302 
Non High 4.46 6.84 ,065 ,651 ,520 
Stakes 
Testing 
ATHST 
School 1.42 1.37 ,119 1.04 ,308 
Climate 
Impact on -1.35 ,884 -.I58 -1.53 ,137 
Mode of 
Instruction 
Impact on ,418 ,250 ,166 1.68 ,104 
Content 
Table 4-40 Continued 
Model B SE I3 t p-value F(p) R' Adjusted R~ 
Student 
Characteristic 
Not Hispanic 
American 
Indian 
Black 
White 
Hispanic 
Teacher 
Demographic 
Non ESOL 
Certification 
6 (Constant) 
School 
Characteristic 
School 
Grade 
Title 1 
Non High 
Stakes 
Testing 
ATHST 
School 
Climate 
Impact on 
Mode of 
Instruction 
Impact on 
Content 
Pressure on 
Teachers 
Student 
Characteristic 
Not Hispanic 
American 
Indian 
Black 
White 
Hispanic 
Teacher 
Demographic 
Non ESOL 
Certification 
Table 4-40 Continued 
Model B SE I3 t p-value F(p)  $ Adjusted 
R' 
7 (Constant) 3.11 45.80 .068 ,946 
School 
Characteristic 
School 
Grade 
Title 1 
Non High 
Stakes 
Testing 
ATHST 
School 
Climate 
Impact on 
Mode of 
Instruction 
Impact on 
Content 
Pressure on 
Teachers 
Student 
Characteristic 
Not Hispanic 
American 
Indian 
Black 
White 
Hispanic 
Teacher 
Demographic 
Non ESOL 
Certification 
Non Reading 
Certification 
8 (Constant) 6.48 46.04 ,141 ,889 
School 
Characteristic 
School 9.21 3.04 ,368 3.03 .005 
Grade 
Title 1 4.82 5.59 .096 ,861 .397 
Non High 3.00 7.02 ,044 ,428 ,672 
Stakes 
Testing 
Table 4-40 Continued 
Model B SE fj t p-value F(p) R' Adjusted 
R' 
ATHST 
School 1.65 1.38 ,138 1.19 ,245 
Climate 
Impact on -1.51 ,925 -.I75 -1.63 ,116 
Mode of 
Instruction 
Impact on ,492 ,258 ,196 1.91 ,067 
Content 
Pressure on ,914 ,828 ,124 1.10 .280 
Teachers 
Student 
Characteristic 
Not Hispanic ,223 ,085 .3 14 2.63 ,014 
American -.715 ,194 -.400 -3.69 ,001 
Indian 
Black -.272 ,191 -.297 -1.43 ,165 
White -.233 ,157 -.268 -1.48 .I50 
Hispanic -.I13 ,171 -.I14 -.658 ,516 
Teacher 
Demographic 
Non ESOL 3.72 6.23 ,068 ,597 ,556 
Certification 
Non Reading 5.43 5.01 ,099 1.08 ,288 
Certification 
Non Reading 5.02 5.35 .090 ,939 .356 
First 
7.65 ,810 ,704 
(.OOO) 
This concludes the presentation of results. Chapter IV presented a description of 
the final data producing sample, psychometric analyses of the Theoretical Orientation to 
Reading and the Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing Scales, and results of answering 
the research questions and hypotheses testing. Chapter V presents the summary and 
interpretation of findings, limitations, conclusions, practical implications, and 
recommendations for future study. 
CHAPTER V 
DISCUSSION 
Many studies have been conducted to examine teachers' theoretical orientation to 
reading instruction and teacher attitudes toward high stakes testing. However, this was 
the first study conducted to explain a relationship among teacher, student, and school 
characteristics, theoretical orientation to reading, attitudes toward high stakes testing, and 
reading performance of K-6 students. Chapter V presents a discussion of the results of 
this research. 
A quantitative, non-experimental exploratory (comparative), and explanatory 
(correlational) online survey was the research design for this study. The design aimed to 
explain the relationship among teacher, student, and school characteristics, theoretical 
orientation to reading, attitudes toward high stakes testing, and reading performance 
(Hypotheses 1 and 2) of grade K-6 teachers. Hypothesis 1 had five sub hypotheses. For 
the sub hypotheses, the dependent variable attitude toward the impact of high stakes 
testing changed to: Pressure on Teachers (Hypothesis la), School Climate (Hypothesis 
Ib), Perceived Value of the State Test (Hypothesis lc), Impact on Content (Hypothesis 
Id), and Impact on Mode of Instruction (Hypothesis le). The exploratory (comparative) 
research design compared group differences in variables: high stakes versus low stakes 
schools (Research Question 2); schools making AYP versus schools that are not making 
AYP (Research Question 3); Title 1 versus non-Title 1 schools (Research Question 4); 
reading certificatiodendorsement and English as a Second Language (ESOL) 
certificatiodendorsement (Research Question 5); and, Reading First and Non-Reading 
First schools (Research Question 6). Additionally, the scales used as part of this study 
were evaluated for their psychometric qualities. Chapter V presents the summary and 
interpretation of findings of the study followed by the practical implications, conclusions, 
limitations, and recommendations for future study. 
Summary and Interpretations 
Psychometric Evaluation of Measures 
In this study, Theoretical Orientation to Reading was measured using a modified 
version of the Theoretical Orientation to Reading Profile developed by Diane DeFord 
(1985). The original scale was a 28-item multidimensional, 5-point semantic differential 
scale, with three subscales: Phonics, Skills, and Whole Language. A fourth subscale was 
created by Mergendoller and Sacks (1994), the Bipolar Whole Language-Phonics 
Orientation Score. This was calculated by subtracting teachers' phonics scores from 
their whole language scores. DeFord (1985) reported the internal consistency reliability 
of the entire TOW instrument as 30.  In a 2002 study, Reading Teachers' Knowledge of 
Children's Literature and English Phonology, the coefficient alphas were reported for the 
subscales as .78 for phonics, .70 for skills, and .64 for whole language (McCutchen, et 
al., 2002). Construct validity was established by DeFord (1985) by administering the 
TOW to a sample of teachers and comparing the results to group designations of 
phonics, skills, and whole language that were assigned based on previous observations. 
DeFord also conducted a pilot survey when developing the instrument. Ketner et al. 
(1997) established convergent validity by finding a high correlation between the TOW 
and Developmentally Appropriate Practices (DAP), the Smith Primary Teacher 
Questionnaire (PTQ), and the Traditional Practices Scale (TRAD). 
In this study, construct validity was established with exploratory factor analysis, 
which resulted in a multidimensional, 18-Item Theoretical Orientation to Reading scale 
with three subscales; Phonics, Skills, and Whole Language. Subsequent to the exploratory 
factor analysis of the 28-Item Theoretical Orientation to Reading scale, four skills items 
that loaded on Factor 1 (phonics) and three phonics items and three whole language items 
that loaded on factor 2 (skills) were not considered in fkrther analysis due to the fact that 
they did not fit the theoretical construct of the factor loadings. This resulted in an 18- 
item scale. The scale was comprised of seven phonics items, six skills items, and five 
whole language items. The scale was used to answer the research questions and 
hypotheses for this study. The coefficient alpha for the 18-Item Theoretical Orientation 
to Reading total scale was .605 and subscales were Phonics .845, Skills .628, and Whole 
Language .623. Reliability was estimated for the TORP by DeFord (1985) and was 
reported as r = .80 based on the results of the pilot study. Mergendoller and Sacks (1994) 
reported the test retest reliability of the TORP, after a second administration as r = .81. 
Therefore, while the TOW in previous studies met the criteria of a good scale, in 
this study the TOW was found to be minimally acceptable. The Theoretical Orientation 
to Reading subscale coefficient alphas for this study resulted in Phonics being considered 
a good scale while Skills and Whole Language were found to be minimally acceptable. It 
is important to note, however, that because the scale and subscales have fewer items, the 
reported lower alphas might be expected (Garson, 2008). 
Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing was measured using a modified version of 
an 80-item scale developed by Pedulla et al. (2003). The original multidimensional scale, 
Teacher Survey on the Impact of State-Mandated Testing Programs was comprised of 
eight sub scales: School Climate, Pressure on Teachers, Alignment of Classroom 
Practices with the State Test, Perceived Value of the State Test, Impact on the Content 
and Mode of Instruction, Test Preparation, Unintended Consequences of the State Test, 
and Use of State Test Results (Pedulla et al., 2003). For this study, Attitudes Toward 
High Stakes Testing was a 54-item multidimensional scale comprised of five subscales: 
Pressure on Teachers, School Climate, Perceived Value of the State Test, and Impact of 
the State Test on Content and Modes of Instruction which is treated as two separate 
subscales: Impact on Mode of Instruction and Impact on Content. Pedulla et al. (2003) 
reported that the Cronbach's alpha reliability for the pressure on teachers scale was .75, 
for the school climate scale was .64, for the perceived value of the state test was .79, and 
for impact on the content and mode of instruction which clustered into three scales: 
impact on tested subject areas .57, impact on non-core subject areas .83, and impact on 
student and class activities .91. To establish construct validity, Pedulla et al. (2003) 
conducted exploratory factor analysis on the Teacher Survey on the Impact of State- 
Mandated Testing Programs scale. 
In this study, exploratory factor analysis resulted in a multidimensional 36-Item 
Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing scale. The coefficient alpha for the 36-Item 
Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing total scale was .786 and subscales Impact on 
Content .957, Perceived Value of the State Test 305, School Climate .811, Pressure on 
Teachers .797, and Impact on Mode of Instruction ,788. The coefficient alphas for the 
36-Item Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing total scale and subscales were all reported 
above the .7 cut off for an adequate scale (Garson, 2008). 
Compared to the previous study by Pedulla et al. (2003), the reported reliability 
for school climate was much higher in this present study, ,811 compared to .64. In this 
study, therefore, the 36-Item Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing total scale and 
subscales show good internal consistency reliability and EFA indicates it measures what 
it is intended to measure. The 36-Item Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing scale was 
used to answer the research questions and hypotheses for this study. The psychometric 
analysis of the scales used in this study is presented in Table 5-1. The exploratory factor 
analysis resulted in the variance explained as 42.048% for the Theoretical Orientation to 
Reading Profile scale to 60.74% for the Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing scale. 
Table 5-1 
Surnrnaly of Psychometric Evaluation of Measures Using EFA and Coefficient Alpha 
Scale Reliability Validity Analysis 
a Construct Validity 
Exoloratorv Factor ~ n a l y s i s  
Factors Loadings Variance 
18 Item Theoretical .605 
Orientation to 
Reading Scale 
(Total score range 
18-90) 
Factor 1: Phonics 7 ,845 
Items 
(Score range 7-35) 
Factor 2: Skills 6 ,628 
Items 
(Score range 6-30) 
Factor 3: Whole ,623 
Language 5 Items 
(Score range 5-25) 
36 Item Attitudes .786 
Toward High Stakes 
Testing Scale 
(Total core range 
36-157) 
Factor 1: Impact on ,957 
Content 13 Items 
(Score range 13-65) 
- 
Explained 
3 42.048% Minimally satisfactory 
reliability. Construct 
validity confirmed 
multidimensional scale. 
Total scale and subscales 
used in comparative and 
regression analysis. 
5 ,216 to ,638 60.74% Adequate reliability. 
Construct validity 
confirmed 
multidimensional scale. 
Total scale and subscales 
used in comparative and 
regression analysis. 
,429 to ,868 
Factor 2: Perceived ,805 ,363 to .768 
Value of the State 
Test 8 Items 
(Score range 8-32) 
Factor 3: School .8 1 1 -.768 to -.432 
Climate 5 Items 
(Score range 5-20) 
Factor 4: Pressure .797 ,216 to ,581 
on Teachers 6 Items 
(Score range 6-24) 
Factor 5: Mode of ,788 -.43 1 to -.5 10 
Instruction 4 Items 
(Score range 4-16) 
Summary Analysis and Interpretations of Answers to Research Questions 
Research Question 1 - Descriptive Analysis 
Research question 1 examined the demographic and work profiles of K-6 
teachers, characteristics of their schools and students, theoretical orientation to reading, 
attitudes toward high stakes testing, and reading performance. The National Center for 
Educational Statistics estimated that the number of public school teachers in the United 
States for the 2005-2006, school year was 3,136,921 (U.S. Department of Education, 
2005-2006, Table 5). For this study, the target population was Kindergarten through 
sixth grade, elementary public school teachers in the United States. 
Descriptive analysis of teacher Demographics. Of the survey respondents, 16% 
were male and 84% were female. The majority of teachers were white (53%) and non 
Hispanic (94%) with a bachelor's degree (35%) or master's degree (52%). The majority 
of the respondents held reading certificatiodendorsement (71%) and ESOL 
certificatiodendorsement (71%). The average age of teachers responding to the survey 
was 41 years of age, with the ages ranging from 23 to 84 most of which were in the age 
range categories 23-45 (N = 65) and 46-55 (N = 23). The average number of years 
teaching experience for the sample was 13. When comparing the target population to the 
sample, the percentage of teachers with a bachelor's degree for the sample was 52% and 
the target 53%. The age categories of teachers for the sample population closely matched 
the age categories of teachers for the target population, under 35 (target 29%, sample 
31%), 35-49 (target 42%, sample 41%), and 50 + (target 53%, sample 52%). The age of 
teachers for the sample population closely matched the age of teachers for the target 
population with the average age from the sample 41 and the target 42. The average 
number of years teaching experience for the sample was 13 and the target 14 (U.S. 
Department of Education, 2005-2006, Table 5). While this study closely resembled the 
target population for age categories, average age of teachers, and teachers with bachelor's 
degrees it was not representative of the target population in gender, master's degree, or 
doctorate/specialist degrees. 
Descriptive analysis of teacher Work Profile Characteristics. The majority of 
the teachers' job titles were reported as regular classroom teachers (75%) in this study. 
This study also examined which grade levels were taught by the surveyed teachers. The 
Bureau of Labor Statistics estimates 1,710,000 teachers were teaching in Kindergarten 
(11%) and elementary grades (89%) in the year 2006 (U.S. Department of Labor, 2007, 
Projections Data Table), compared to this study, which reports the number of teachers 
teaching at Kindergarten as 17.8% and in grades 1-5 as 79.2%. In this study, for grade 
levels presently taught, 45% taught in grades K-2 and 54% taught in grades 3-6. The 
years of teaching experience ranged from 1 to 55 years with a mean of 13.36 years. The 
percentage of teachers that taught at a grade level being tested with a state mandated 
standardized test was 70.29%. The average number of years teaching experience for the 
sample was 13 and the target population was 14. The years of teaching experience 
category of 10-18 was 24% for the target and 26% for the sample (U.S. Department of 
Education, 2005-2006, Table 5). This sample closely represents the target population's 
years of teaching experience for the category of 10-18 years. The years of teaching 
categories for 3 or less is overrepresented by 6%, 19+ is overrepresented by 9%, and the 
years of teaching categories for 4-9 is underrepresented by 9%, in this study when 
compared to the target population. Generally, these results show the sample for this 
study closely represents the target population (within 10% of several characteristics) thus 
strengthening the external validity of the study, despite the small response rate and 
corresponding sample size. Table 5-2 presents the comparative analysis of the sample 
with the target population. 
Table 5-2 
Comparative Analysis of the Sample with the Target Population 
Teacher Characteristics Target (K-12) Sample (K-6) Percentage 
Public and Public Differences 
Private (+,-) 
Gender N = 3,450,000 N =  101 
Male 
Female 
Age 
Under 35 
35-49 
50+ 
Average Age of Teachers 42 4 1 
Degree 
DoctoratelSpecialist 
Master's 
Bachelor's 
Years of Teaching Experience 
3 or less 
4-9 
10-18 
19+ 
Average number of years teaching 14 13 
Teaching Grade of Respondents 
Kindergarten 
Elementary 
Elementary grades 
Kindergarten 
First 
Second 
Third 
Fourth 
Fifth 
Sixth 
No Response to Question 2.9% 
+ Sample is over represented. - Sample is under represented. 
Descriptive analysis of School Characteristics. Most of the schools (84.2%) 
were involved in High Stakes Testing with 77% making Adequate Yearly Progress 
(AYP). The schools were almost split between being Title I (58%) and non-Title I 
(41.6%). School characteristics showed that 82% reported not being identified as a 
School in Need of Improvement (SINI). The majority of the schools were not Reading 
First (76.3%). Most of the schools had a school grade of A (50%), followed by B 
(29.3%), and C (12.2%). Most of the schools were suburban (48%) while 31% were 
urban and 21% were rural. Teachers from 29 states responded to the survey, the majority 
from Georgia (15.8%) and Florida (12.9%). 
Descriptive analysis of Student Characteristics. The average racial composition 
of students in classrooms was white (68%), followed by African American (25%), then 
both Asian and Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander (9%), and finally American 
Indian or Alaskan Native (4%). The average ethnic composition of students in classrooms 
was 70% Not Hispanic or Latino. For the educational category there were 17% of 
classrooms with English as a Second Language students and 14% were in Exceptional 
Student Education programs. The majority of the classrooms were comprised of white, 
non-Hispanic regular education students. 
Descriptive analysis of Reading Performance. Reading performance was a self 
reported percentage of the students in teachers' classes passing the most recent state 
mandated test and ranged from 10%- 100%. The mean was M = 76.21 %. The teachers in 
general had a fairly good rate of students passing the state test. 
Descriptive analysis of 18-Item Theoretical Orientation to Reading scale. The 
scale was an 18-item multidimensional, 5-point semantic differential scale, with anchors 
of strongly agree (5) and strongly disagree (1). All items were given points that 
corresponded to the agreement or disagreement of the statement. The whole language 
items were reverse scored. The scale consisted of seven phonics (PH) items with a score 
range of 7-35, six skills (SIC) items with a score range of 6-30, and five whole language 
(WL) items with a score range of 5-25. The lowest average item mean score was 2.72 for 
the whole language subscale. The highest average item mean score was 3.65 for the 
Skills subscale. The average item mean score for the total scale was 3.20. The subscale 
mean scores were: Phonics 22.07 (score range 7-35), Skills 21.83 (score range 6-30), and 
Whole Language 13.68 (score range 5-25). The standard deviations for the subscales 
were: Phonics 5.84, Skills 3.22, and Whole Language 3.74 indicating that the scores 
clustered close to the mean. The total scale mean score was 57.22 (score range 18-90). 
The reported scores may indicate that teachers do not have strong theoretical 
beliefs about how best to deliver reading instruction; phonics, skills, or whole language 
approaches, making it easier for them to combine methodologies resulting in a more 
balanced approach to reading instruction. This is supportive of the following studies. 
Dahl and Sharer (2000) conducted a study to see how phonics was being taught in 
whole language classrooms. The study concluded that phonics was both taught and 
learned in whole language classrooms. This gives credibility to the fact that phonics can 
be taught and learned within the context of meaningful reading and writing instruction 
(Dahl & Sharer, 2000). 
Xue and Meisels (2004) conducted a longitudinal study of kindergarten students 
where evidence was gathered to examine the impact of early literacy instruction on 
kindergarten students. The authors concluded that there was a strong correlation between 
integrated language arts and phonics. The use of both integrated language arts and 
phonics resulted in greater student learning. When examining phonics and integrated 
language arts approaches separately, an integrated language arts approach impacted 
student learning more. The best way to teach early readers is to use a combined approach 
of whole language and phonics. 
However, in this study, the total scale score on the modified Theoretical 
Orientation to Reading scale of 57.22 (score range 18-90) was close to the mid score 
range of 54 and indicative of a skills approach to reading instruction. As skills and 
phonics scores were highly correlated in previous studies, the results are not supported in 
the following study. Altwerger, Arya, Jin, Jordan et al. (2004) conducted a mixed 
methods comparative study to examine the impact of various reading programs on 
teachers, classrooms, and students. The authors concluded that systematic explicit 
phonics instruction did not improve student reading as it relates to graphophonic 
knowledge, comprehension, or the constructing of meaning. Systematic explicit phonics 
instruction actually impeded the students' abilities to focus on meaning. 
With a TORP total scale score representative of a skills approach toward reading 
instruction, this study partially supports the findings of Pressley, Rankin, and Yokoi 
(1996). Pressley, Rankin, and Yokoi (1996) conducted a survey of instructional practices 
of primary teachers who were nominated by their reading supervisors as being effective 
in promoting literacy. The results showed that teachers were eclectic in their approach to 
teaching reading by offering instruction in line with both a whole language philosophy 
and skills instruction. Pressley et al. (1997) also conducted a survey of the instructional 
practices of fifth grade teachers who were nominated as effective in promoting literacy. 
In this study, the results of the Theoretical Orientation to Reading subscales show 
that teachers scored within two points of the mid point of each subscale range score. A 
previous study found that effective teachers of literacy in fifth grade reported balancing 
complimentary approaches to reading instruction rather than using any one approach 
(Pressley, et al., 1997). Not having strong theoretical beliefs favoring one reading 
method over another may mean that teachers could be flexible in the ways that they 
approach reading instruction with their students or that teachers are apathetic about their 
theoretical beliefs toward reading instruction. 
In this study, however, the results of the Bipolar score also indicated that more 
people (n = 70) favored a phonics approach to reading and others (n = 21) favored a 
balanced literacy approach, while no respondents favored a whole language approach to 
reading. This partially supports that effective teachers of literacy in fifth grade reported 
balancing complimentary approaches to reading instruction rather than using any one 
approach (Pressley et al., 1997). 
Descriptive analysis of 36-Item Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing scale. 
The scale was a 36 item multidimensional scale comprised of 5 subscales. The four 
subscales: Pressure on Teachers (PRES) (6 items, score range 6-24) where higher scores 
indicate strong feelings of pressure, School Climate (SC) (5 items, score range 5-20) 
where higher scores indicate positive perceptions of school climate, Perceived Value of 
the State Test (PV) (8 items, score range 8-32) where higher scores indicate teachers 
perceive that the state test is valuable, and Impact on Mode of Instruction ( M I N )  (4 items, 
score range 4-16) which agreement indicated a given practice as being either positively or 
negatively affected by the state testing program. 
All four subscales Pressure on Teachers, School Climate, Perceived Value of the 
State Test, and Impact on Mode of Instruction had response categories of strongly agree 
(4) to strongly disagree (1). The subscale, Impact on Content (MCON)  (13 items, score 
range 13-65), had a response category of increased a great deal (5) to decreased a great 
deal (1) where lower mean values represented decreased time and higher mean values 
indicated increased time. All negatively worded items were reverse coded. 
The total scale score range for the 36-Item Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing 
scale was 36-157. The lowest average item mean score was 1.95 for the Perceived Value 
of the State Test subscale. The highest average item mean score was 3.33 for the School 
Climate subscale. The average item mean score for the total scale was 2.57. The 
subscale mean scores were: Impact on Content 29.88 (score range 13-65), Perceived 
Value of the State Test 15.85 (score range 8-32), School Climate 16.56 (score range 5- 
20), Pressure on Teachers 18.28 (score range 6-24), and Mode ofInstruction 12.56 (score 
range 4-16). The total scale mean score was 93.48 (score range 36-157). 
This study's results of the mean subscale scores showed more positive 
perceptions about school climate (16.56). This is in contradiction to the results of a study 
by Jones et al. (1999) that found that teachers believed that testing did not improve the 
quality of education at their schools. The findings also contradict a study by Jones et al. 
(1999), where 61% of teachers believed that students were experiencing more anxiety as 
a result of the test with 48.5% indicating a negative impact on students' love of learning. 
This study's results of the mean subscale score showed stronger feelings of 
Pressure on Teachers associated with the state test (18.28). This was supported in a 
study entitled, "The Impact of High-Stakes Testing on Teachers and Students in North 
Carolina" which was the focus of a study by Jones et al. (1999). The Jones et al. (1999) 
study found that teachers believed that testing created more stress in their jobs, lowered 
their morale, and did not improve the quality of education at their schools. 
This study's result of the mean subscale score showed that Mode of Instruction is 
being positively or negatively affected by high stakes testing. This was supported in 
several studies. Passman (2001) supported a fifth grade teacher in a large Midwest urban 
school in implementing a constructivist approach to instruction. While the teacher was 
able to create an effective and exciting learning environment for her students, the 
principal asked that teachers teach to the standardized test out of fear of sanctions. This 
resulted in the teacher shifting her teaching to a drill and test approach with little student 
interaction. "The Impact of High-Stakes Testing on Teachers and Students in North 
Carolina" was the focus of a study by Jones et al. (1999). The results of the survey found 
that teachers spend more time teaching the specific subjects being tested on the state test 
and spend more instructional class time preparing students for the state test. Results of a 
study conducted by Vogler (2002) showed that teachers increased the types of questions 
that they used and the types of activities that they used to align with what is tested on the 
Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment System (MCAS). A nationwide survey by 
Abrams, Pedulla, and Madaus (2003) found that teachers perceived pressure to raise test 
scores by having to teach and assess students in ways that align with high stakes tests, 
which contradicted how those teachers believed students learn best. Abrams, Pedulla, 
and Madaus (2003) also found the state test was driving instruction, as opposed to the 
state standards, in both high stakes and low stakes testing environments and that teachers 
in high stakes testing environments also devoted more classroom instructional time to 
teaching test taking skills. 
Research Question 2 -Analysis Comparing High Stakes and Low Stakes Schools 
Research question 2 examined the differences in demographic and work profiles 
of K-6 teachers, characteristics of their schools and students, theoretical orientation to 
reading, attitudes toward high stakes testing, and reading performance according to high 
stakes versus low stakes schools. In this study, there were significant and trend 
differences between high and low stakes schools and demographic and work profiles of 
K-6 teachers, and characteristics of their schools and students. There were more non- 
Hispanic female teachers in both high stakes schools and low stakes schools. More 
teachers in both high stakes and low stakes schools were initially certified as teachers 
through a four-year B.A. or B.S. program. This is consistent with the NCLB Act, which 
says new teachers are required to pass a state certification exam and hold a bachelor's 
degree (Simpson et al.; 2004, Porter-Magee, 2004). However, a greater percentage of 
teachers in high and low stakes schools held master's degrees. The percentage of 
teachers holding reading certificatiodendorsement or ESOL certificatiodendorsement 
for both high stakes and low stakes schools was reported low but was found to be lower 
in low stakes schools (reading 18.8%, ESOL 0%). The percentage of teachers that did 
not have their English as a Second Language (ESOL) certification (64.7%) was higher in 
high stakes schools. This supports what Dedman (2003) refers to as a teacher gap, where 
students in low achieving schools are often subject to being taught by teachers who do 
not possess the qualifications or the knowledge needed to be effective. 
In this study, the mean percentage of BlacWAfrican American students reported in 
high stakes school classrooms was 28% while in low stakes school classrooms it was 
13%. The percentage of American IndianlAlaskan Native students reported in high stakes 
school classrooms was 28% while there was none reported in the low stakes schools. 
NCLB requires all students to take exams and to show growth regardless of their 
circumstances (Baines & Stanley, 2004; Zancanella & Noll, 2004). This study showed 
that schools responsible for taking tests with high consequences attached to them had 
more diversity with BlacWAfrican American and American Indian students than low 
stakes schools. 
In this study, school grade showed that low stakes schools received higher school 
grades (M = 4) than high stakes schools (M = 3). Schools are graded through a report 
card system that reports student achievement data and history for the past two school 
years (Marshall, 2006; Duran, 2005; Stallings, 2002). High stakes tests have high 
consequences attached to them for schools, teachers, and students based on how students 
score (Afflerbach, 2005; McColskey & McMunn, 2000; Ransom et al. 1999). Low 
stakes tests would be tests that have no consequences attached to the outcome and 
moderate stakes tests would be those that only report outcomes to the public (Abrams et 
al., 2003). This study showed that schools with high stakes attached to them were given 
lower school grade designations than schools with low stakes testing. 
In this study, there was a trend for Title I schools where 63.1% of school involved 
in high stakes testing are Title 1 and 37.5% of schools involved in low stakes testing are 
Title I. There was a greater number of Title I schools involved in high stakes testing than 
there were in low stakes testing. However, NCLB legislation requires that all schools, 
whether Title I or Non-Title I, be held accountable for the same performance standards, 
meaning that all schools have to meet AYP (Ravitch, 2006; Duran, 2005; Linn, 2003). 
There was also a trend difference found for Reading First schools where 93% of low 
stakes schools and 72.8% of high stakes schools were not Reading First. Therefore, in 
this study there were more Reading First schools that were involved in high stakes 
testing. NCLB provides funding for Reading First and Early Reading First to states and 
local education agencies that choose to participate. As a result of accepting the funding, 
states were required to test all students in grades 3-8 in math and reading by 2005-2006 
and in science by 2007-2008 (Education Commission of the States, n.d.; Goertz & Duffy, 
2003). This study showed a trend for schools that were responsible for taking tests with 
high consequences attached to them had more diversity with HispanicILatino and ESOL 
students than low stakes schools. 
Research Question 3 - Analysis Comparing Schools Making AYP Vs. Schools Not 
Making AYP 
Research question 3 examined the differences in demographic and work profiles 
of K-6 teachers, characteristics of their schools and students, theoretical orientation to 
reading, attitudes toward high stakes testing, and reading performance according to 
schools making AYP vs. schools that are not. In this study, there were more white 
students (71.50%) reported in classrooms of schools. making AYP and more 
BlackIAfrican American students (38.18%) reported in classrooms of schools not making 
AYP. Schools must make Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) as determined by each state. 
Sanctions and consequences are imposed on schools that do not make AYP (Marshall, 
2006; Duran, 2005; Stallings, 2002). In this study, there are more schools subject to 
sanctions or not making AYP with BlacWAfrican American students. In this study, 
school climate was more positive (16.97%) in schools that made AYP than in schools 
that were not making AYP (15.20%). This may be a result of the sanctions that are 
imposed on schools that do not make AYP. If a school fails to meet AYP for three years 
in a row, parents may be given both public school choice and funding for supplemental 
educational services such as tutoring. If a fourth consecutive year of failing to meet AYP 
should happen, the school district would be required to restructure the school's 
governance system (Marshall, 2006; Duran, 2005; Stallings, 2002). 
In this study, 90.8% of teachers in schools making AYP were white versus 65.2% 
in schools not making AYP. There were significant differences in school description of 
Title 1 with 82.6% of Title I schools not making AYP versus 17.4% of non-Title I 
schools not making AYP. There were also significant differences in school description 
with 59.1% of schools not making AYP being urban. There was a trend in school 
description of Reading First with 19.7% of Reading First schools making AYP versus 
38.1% of Reading First schools not making AYP. Reading First requires that all 
instruction in grades K-3 be scientifically research-based. The instruction should focus 
on the areas of phonics, phonemic awareness, vocabulary, fluency, and comprehension. 
Reading instruction is to be measured by assessments that are both valid and reliable 
(US. Department of Education, 2004; Stewart, 2004; Invernizzi, Landrum, Howell, & 
Warley, 2005). There were more Reading First schools that were not making AYP in this 
study, which may mean that the beliefs upon which Reading First is built may not be 
enough to ensure that Title I schools meet AYP. 
Research Question 4 -Analysis Comparing Title 1 Schools Vs. Non-Title 1 Schools 
Research question 4 examines the differences in demographic and work profiles 
of K-6 teachers, characteristics of their schools and students, theoretical orientation to 
reading, attitudes toward high stakes testing, and reading performance according to Title 
1 vs. non-Title 1 schools. In this study there were significant differences in the 
percentage of white students reported in classrooms according to Title I schools versus 
non-Title I schools. There were more white students in non- Title I schools (78.75%) 
than in Title I schools (60.54%). There were significant differences in ethnicity for 
HispanicILatino students and Non HispanicLatino students according to Title I schools 
versus non-Title I schools, with more Hispanic students (30.19%) in Title I schools vs. 
Hispanic students (13.67%) in non-Title I schools. There were more non-Hispanic 
students (81.25%) in non-Title 1 schools vs. non-Hispanic students (60.20%) in Title I 
schools. There were also greater percentages of LEPIESOL students (25.09%) and ESE 
students (13.96) in Title I schools versus non-Title I schools. Reading performance was 
higher (82.43%) in non-Title I schools. School climate was more positive (17.40%) in 
non-Title I schools. Title I school teachers felt more pressure (19.13%). The results of 
this study indicate that Title I schools have fewer white students and a greater number of 
Hispanic, LEPIESOL, and ESE students. Bean (2004) posited that teachers have 
difficulty in differentiating instruction for their diverse student populations. This study 
supports Bean's proposition due to the finding that the Title I schools have lower reading 
performance scores and their teachers feel more pressure to increase test scores. 
In this study, 89.7% of non-Title I schools were non-Reading First and 90% of 
non-Title I schools were making Adequate Yearly Progress. Of the Title I schools in this 
study, 72.4% had not yet been identified as a School in Need of Improvement, more Title 
I schools were urban (43.9%), and fewer teachers held ESOL certification (62.7%). 
Again, this is supported in what Dedman (2003) referred to as a teacher gap where 
students in low achieving schools are often subject to being taught by teachers who do 
not posses the qualifications or the knowledge needed to be effective. There was a trend 
difference in states with 73.7% of Title I schools being from the Southeast region of the 
United States. Also, there was a trend difference with 89.9% of Title I schools involved 
in high stakes testing compared to 75.6% in non-Title I schools. 
Research Question 5 - Analysis Comparing Reading CertijicationLEndorsement and 
English as a Second Language (ESOL) Certijicationn?ndorsement of K-6 Teachers 
Research question 5 examines the differences in theoretical orientation to reading, 
attitudes toward high stakes testing, and reading performance according to reading 
certificatiordendorsement and English as a Second Language (ESOL) 
certificatiordendorsement of K-6 teachers. In this study, teachers with no reading 
certificatiordendorsement (M = 23.18) favored a more phonics orientation to reading. 
Teachers with reading certification/endorsement (M=15.00) favored a more whole 
language orientation to reading. There was a trend where teachers with reading 
certification reported experiencing more pressure than teachers without reading 
certification. Another trend was observed in Reading Per$ormance where teachers 
without reading certification reported higher reading performance. This supports a study 
by Vukelich (2004) that found when preparing teachers to teach, subject area knowledge 
only played a modest role in teacher effectiveness, however, the studies focused mostly 
on math and science. 
Teachers with ESOL certification ( M =  19.32) felt more pressure associated with 
their state test than teachers without their ESOL certification ( M  = 17.83). Teachers 
without ESOL certificatiodendorsement reported students having higher scores ( M  = 
80.21) than teachers with ESOL certification/endorsement (M = 65.56) on reading test 
performance. This too supports the study by Vukelich (2004) that found when preparing 
teachers to teach, subject area knowledge only played a modest role in teacher 
effectiveness, however, the studies focused mostly on math and science. 
Trends showed teachers with no ESOL certificatiodendorsement scored higher 
( M  = 57.89) on the Whole Language subscale indicating that they favor a more whole 
language approach to teaching reading than teachers with ESOL certification. There was 
a trend on the Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing subscales for Impact on Content 
where teachers without ESOL certification had slightly higher scores ( M  = 3 1.19): and a 
trend was observed on Pressure on Teachers with teachers having ESOL certification 
feeling slightly more pressure ( M  = 19.32) in terms of high stakes testing than those 
without certification. 
Research Question 6 - Analysis Comparing Reading First and Non-Reading First 
Schools 
Research question 6 examines the differences in theoretical orientation to reading, 
attitudes toward high stakes testing, and reading performance according to Reading First 
and Non-Reading First schools. In this study, there were significant differences between 
Reading First and Non-Reading First schools and the Theoretical Orientation to Reading 
subscale Phonics with a higher mean of 24.45 for Reading First schools, indicating that 
Reading First schools favored a more phonics approach to reading instruction. This is in 
contrast to research by Wharton-McDonald, Pressley, and Hampston (1998), Pressley, 
Rankin, and Yokoi (1996), and Pressley et al. (1997) who found the most effective 
teachers were able to balance both skills and holistic instruction to increase reading 
performance. There were also significant differences between Reading First and non- 
Reading First schools and the Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing subscale Impact on 
Mode of Instmction, where Reading First schools had a higher mean of 13.70 versus non 
Reading First schools with a mean of 12.22, indicating that there is an impact on mode of 
instruction in Reading First schools. This may be because Reading First is grounded in 
the research from the National Reading Panel (NRP) report that emphasizes the areas of 
phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension (U.S. Department 
of Education, 2004; Stewart, 2004). 
A trend showed Reading First schools had with a lower mean of 12.25 for a whole 
language approach to reading. There were trends on the Attitudes Toward High Stakes 
Testing subscales. The Impact on Mode of Instruction subscale showed Reading First 
schools had a higher mean reported for instruction influenced by the state test (M = 
13.70) while non-Reading First schools reported a lower mean for instruction influenced 
by the state test (M = 12.22). There was a trend on Reading Pevformance (p  = .065) 
comparing Reading First versus non-Reading First schools where non-Reading First 
schools had a higher mean on reading performance (M = 80.34) than Reading First 
schools (M = 66.71). As part of the NCLB Act, Reading First was implemented to 
provide funding to states, districts, and schools to implement scientifically research-based 
reading instruction and adopt scientifically research-based reading materials for students 
in grades K-3 (Davenport & Jones, 2005). This raises the question of whether or not the 
research based reading instruction and scientifically research-based reading materials 
required by Reading First are having a negative or positive impact on mode of 
instruction. The Perceived Value of the State Test subscale showed a trend that teachers 
at Reading First schools believed that the state test was of higher value (M = 17.24) than 
non-Reading First schools (M= 15.44). 
Summary and Interpretation of the Results of Hypotheses Testing 
To test the hypotheses in this study, the enter method for hierarchical multiple 
regression was used in SPSS to find the best explanatory model of the relationships 
among demographic profiles and work profiles of K-6 teachers, characteristics of their 
schools and characteristics of their students, theoretical orientation to reading and 
variations of the dependent variable of attitudes toward high stakes testing: the 
dependent variable changed as follows: H1 the total score for Attitudes Toward High 
Stakes Testing, H1, Pressure on Teachers subscale, Hlb School Climate subscale, H1, 
Perceived Value of the State Test subscale, Hld Impact on Content subscale, and H1, 
Impact on Mode of Instruction subscale and the explanatory relationships among 
demographic profiles and work profiles of K-6 teachers, characteristics of their schools 
and characteristics of their students, theoretical orientation to reading, and attitudes 
toward high stakes testing, and reading performance, H2. 
Categorical variables were selected for entry into the regression analysis based on 
Eta analysis. Significant and trend variables were recoded as dummy variables. Pearson 
r correlations were performed first on the dummy coded variables and then on the scaled 
variables. They were entered into the regression from strongest to weakest Pearson r 
correlation to find the best explanatory model with the highest R ~ .  Table 5-3 presents a 
summary of the results of the research hypotheses testing, and the percent of variance 
explained by the model. 
Table 5-3 
Summary of Research Hypotheses and Results 
Hypotheses Results Percent of 
Variance Explained 
(Adjusted R2 - R2) 
HI: Demographic and work profiles of K-6 teachers, Partially 19.6%-24.8% 
characteristics of their schools and students, and Supported 
theoretical orientation to reading, are significant 
explanatory variables of attitudes toward high stakes 
testing total score. 
HI,: Demographic and work profiles of K-6 teachers, Partially 27.4%-40% 
characteristics of their schools and students, and Supported 
theoretical orientation to reading, are significant 
explanatory variables of attitudes toward high stakes 
testing- pressure on teachers. 
Hlb: Demographic and work profiles of K-6 teachers, Partially 
characteristics of their schools and students, and Supported 
theoretical orientation to reading, are significant 
explanatory variables of attitudes toward high stakes 
testing-school climate. 
HI,: Demographic and work profiles of K-6 teachers, Partially 16.9%-22.9% 
characteristics of their schools and students, and Supported 
theoretical orientation to reading, are significant 
explanatory variables of attitudes toward high stakes 
testing-perceived value of the state test. 
HId: Demographic and work profiles of K-6 teachers, Partially 18.8%-36.5% 
characteristics of their schools and students, and Supported 
theoretical orientation to reading, are significant 
explanatory variables of attitudes toward high stakes 
testing-impact on content. 
HI,: Demographic and work profiles of K-6 teachers, Partially 
characteristics of their schools and students, and Supported 
theoretical orientation to reading, are significant 
explanatory variables of attitudes toward high stakes 
testing-impact on mode of instruction. 
H2: Demographic and work profiles of K-6 teachers, Partially 70.4%-81% 
characteristics of their schools and students, theoretical 
orientation to reading, and attitudes toward high stakes Supported 
testing are significant explanatory variables of reading 
performance. 
Table 5-4 presents a summary of the explanatory variables in the best models to 
explain Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing (HI) and the subscales Pressure on 
Teachers (HI,), School Climate (HIb), Perceived Value of the State Test (HI,), Impact on 
Content (Hid), and Impact on Mode of Instruction (HI,). Each explanatory relationship 
is reported as an inverse (-) or positive (+) relationship. 
Table 5-4 
Summary of Explanatory Variables of Teacher Demographic Profiles, School and 
Student Characteristics, and Theoretical Orientation to Reading for Hypotheses HI and 
HI, Through HI ,  
Explanatory Variables Attitudes Pressure School Perceived Impact Impact on 
Toward on Climate Value of on Mode of 
High Teachers the State Content Instruction 
Stakes Test 
Testing 
Demographic 
Profiles 
Race 
White Hlb(+) 
Teacher Education 
leading to 
certification 
Other certification HIe(-) 
No ESOL Hid(-) 
Certification 
Age Hie(-1 
School 
Characteristics 
Title I H~c.(+) Hlb(-) Hid(-) 
Reading First HIc(+) Hid-1 
Non-Reading First H l  c(+) 
SIN1 HI,(+) Hlb(+) Hid(-) 
Non-SIN1 Hl b(+) Hid(-) 
Non-AYP Hlb(-) 
School Grade Hld-1 Hld-1 
School Description 
Urban HI(-) Hid(+) 
Rural H 1 d(+) 
State 
Midwest H l  d(+) HIL.(-) 
West/Southwest Hid(-) 
Table 5-4 Continued 
Explanatory Variables Attitudes Pressure School Perceived Impact Impact on 
Toward on Climate Value of on Mode of 
High Teachers the State Content Instruction 
Stakes Test 
Testing 
Student 
Characteristics 
Race 
White HIa(-) Hid(-) H 1 c(-1 
Black Hid-1 Hl b(-1 
Ethnicity 
Hispanic H1 ,(+I Hid(-) 
Not Hispanic H 1 ,(+I 
Educational 
Category 
ESOL mi-1 Hid(-) 
ESE HI(-) H~c(-1 H 1 d(-) 
Theoretical Orientation 
to Reading Subscales 
Phonics HI(+) H 1 ,(+I H l  c(+) 
Skills HI(+) Hlb(+) HIc(+) Hie(+) 
Bipolar H 1 c(+) 
Research Hypothesis 1: Explanatory Relationship Among Explanato ry Variables 
Hypothesis 1 tested the relationship among demographic and work profiles of K-6 
teachers, characteristics of their schools and students, and theoretical orientation to 
reading, are significant explanatory variables of attitudes toward high stakes testing. 
Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing was be measured by a modified 36-item Teacher 
Survey on the Impact of State-Mandated Testing Programs (Pedulla et al., 2003). The 
Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing scale was comprised of four of the subscales: 
Pressure on Teachers, School Climate, Perceived Value of the State Test, and Impact on 
the Content and Mode of Instruction, which was divided into two separate scales, 
resulting in a total of five subscales. Theoretical Orientation to Reading: Phonics and 
Skills, student educational category of ESE (inverse), and school characteristic of urban 
(inverse) explained 19.6% to 24.8% of the variance in Attitudes Toward High Stakes 
Testing. 
The results of the regression analysis partially supported Hypothesis 1 because 
only TORP, school characteristics, and student characteristics were explanatory variables; 
and, demographic profiles and work profiles of K-6 teachers were not. The findings were 
that teachers with fewer ESE students had higher scores on Attitudes Toward High Stakes 
Testing. This may be a result of more ESE students being in Title I schools: and 
furthermore that more Title I schools had teachers that felt strong pressure to perform. 
This pressure may be a result of teachers not being equipped with the knowledge to 
effectively teach the disadvantaged students found in Title I schools. 
The results of this study supported what Dedman (2003) refers to as a teacher gap. 
"NCLB has established a goal of having every student, including those with special 
needs, be accountable and meet state-identified standards by the conclusion of the 2013- 
2014 school year" (Simpson et al., 2004, Accountability Through Adequate Yearly 
Progress section, para. 1). Unfortunately, students in low achieving schools are often 
subject to being taught by teachers who do not possess the qualifications or the 
knowledge needed to be effective (Dedman, 2003). 
Research Hypothesis I,: Explanatory Relationship Among Explanatory Variables 
Hypothesis 1, tested the relationship among demographic and work profiles of K- 
6 teachers, characteristics of their schools and students, and theoretical orientation to 
reading, are significant explanatory variables of Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing- 
Pressure on Teachers. Pressure on Teachers was defined as, "pressures from 
administrators and parents to improve test scores, pressure to limit teaching to what is 
tested and to change teaching methods in ways that are not beneficial, and teachers' 
discontent with their profession" (Pedulla et al., 2003, section 11, para. 1). The 
explanatory variables of student characteristics of white (inverse), black (inverse), 
Hispanic, non- Hispanic, educational category of ESOL (inverse) and ESE, school 
characteristics of Title I, SINI, and school grade (inverse) explained 27.4% to 40% of the 
variance in Pressure on Teachers. 
The results of the regression analysis partially supported Hypothesis 1, because 
only school characteristics and student characteristics were explanatory variables; and, 
TORP, demographic profiles, and work profiles of K-6 teachers were not. Higher scores 
on the Pressure on Teachers subscale indicated that teachers had strong feelings of 
pressure that were associated with the state test. The findings were that teachers with 
fewer white and ESOL students in their classroom had higher scores on Pressure on 
Teachers. In order for schools to meet AYP all subgroups must show growth regardless 
of their circumstance. Teachers may fmd it difficult to teach students in subgroups other 
than those of the white race and ESOL possibly because they are not equipped with the 
necessary professional development to meet the diversity needs of all of their students. 
Also, depending on the background of student subgroups, students may not be motivated 
to read or perform on tests due to a family history of poor academic performance. 
The finding that teachers with fewer white and ESOL students felt increased 
pressure to perform on state assessments is supported by the Coleman report from 1966, 
which indicated that the SES of families accounts for differences in academic 
achievement. Sicoly (2002) suggests that the results of academic achievement tests be 
adjusted to compensate for this variable since "poor students are far less likely to make it 
to high performance categories7'. Farkas (2000) found that children from low SES 
families are the same children who are lacking in skills, self-esteem, willingness to try, 
and are unable to attend to tasks needed to succeed and by the end of first grade they are 
already in a cycle of failure. This may in turn affect their motivation to read. Caldwell 
and Ginther (1996) found that low SES students' reading achievement could be predicted 
based on their motivation to read. 
Research Hypothesis I,: Explanatory Relationship Among Explanatoy Variables 
Hypothesis lb tested the relationship among demographic and work profiles of K- 
6 teachers, characteristics of their schools and students, and theoretical orientation to 
reading, are significant explanatory variables of attitudes toward high stakes testing- 
school climate. School Climate was defined as "teacher expectations for students, student 
morale, how conducive the climate was to learning, student motivation, and testing 
pressure on students" (Pedulla et al., 2003, section I, para. 1). The explanatory variables 
of student characteristic of black (inverse), school characteristic of non-AYP (inverse), 
school characteristic of non-SINI, school characteristic of Title I (inverse), school 
characteristic of SIN1 (inverse), Theoretical Orientation to Reading-Skills, and teacher 
demographic of race white explained 22.2% to 29.8% of the variance in School Climate. 
The results of the regression analysis partially supported Hypothesis lb because 
only TOW, school characteristics, student characteristics, and demographic profiles of 
K-6 teachers were explanatory variables; and, work profiles of K-6 teachers were not. 
Higher scores on School Climate were associated with more positive perceptions about 
school climate. The findings were that teachers with theoretical beliefs toward reading 
instruction favoring a skills approach had higher scores on School Climate. This may 
indicate that teachers believe that in order for students to do well on the state test, they 
must focus on teaching skills, or a word level approach, rather than teaching from a more 
balanced view of reading instruction. This may be because they feel the state test 
measures skill related items in reading. It may also mean that teachers believe that by 
teaching to the test rather than how they feel students learn best creates a more positive 
school climate. 
This is supported by a study by Abrams, Pedulla, and Madaus (2003) which found 
that teachers perceived pressure to raise test scores by teaching to and assessing students 
in ways that align with high stakes tests even though it was in opposition to how they 
believed students learned best. They found that the state test was the driving force behind 
classroom instruction and that teachers in high stakes testing environments also devoted 
more classroom instructional time to teaching test taking skills. 
Research Hypothesis I,: Explanatory Relationship Among Explanatory Variables 
Hypothesis 1, tested the relationship among demographic and work profiles of K- 
6 teachers, characteristics of their schools and students, and theoretical orientation to 
reading, are significant explanatory variables of attitudes toward high stakes testing- 
perceived value of the state test. Perceived Values of the State Test was defined as 
"inferences that can be made from the test about quality of instruction, student learning, 
school effectiveness, the differences among various groups, the adequacy and 
appropriateness of media coverage of test results; and the costbenefit ratio of the testing 
program" (Pedulla et al., 2003, section IV, para. 1). The explanatory variables of 
Theoretical Orientation to Reading; Phonics, Skills, and Bipolar, student educational 
category of ESE (inverse), and school characteristic of Reading First explained 16.9% to 
22.9% of the variance in Perceived Values of the State Test. 
The results of the regression analysis partially supported Hypothesis 1, because 
only TOW, school characteristics, and student characteristics were explanatory 
variables; and, demographic profiles and work profiles of K-6 teachers were not. Higher 
scores on the Perceived Value of the State Test were associated with teachers perceiving 
the state test as valuable. The findings were that schools with fewer ESE students had 
higher scores on Perceived Value of the State Test. This indicates that teachers with more 
ESE students are not finding that the state test is representative of what their ESE 
students are able to do in terms of test performance. 
The findings in this study support the study by Jones et al. (1999) who found that 
teachers spent more time teaching the specific subjects being tested on the state test and 
spent more instructional class time preparing students for the state test. Jones et al. (1999) 
also found that students experienced more anxiety and had less love of learning as a 
result of the state test. Teachers also believed that testing created more stress in their 
jobs, lowered their morale, and did not improve the quality of education at their schools. 
Research Hypothesis Id:  Explanatory Relationship Among Explanatory Variables 
Hypothesis l d  tested the relationship among demographic and work profiles of K- 
6 teachers, characteristics of their schools and students, and theoretical orientation to 
reading, are significant explanatory variables of attitudes toward high stakes testing- 
impact on content. Impact on the Content was defined as "changes in the amount of time 
spent on a variety of activities and with the influence of the testing program on 
pedagogical practices and instructional emphasis" (Pedulla et al., 2003, section V, para. 
1). In other words, Impact on Content is the amount of time spent on teaching content 
that aligns with the state assessment. The explanatory variables of student characteristics 
of ESOL (inverse), ESE (inverse), Hispanic (inverse), and white race (inverse), school 
characteristics of urban, WestISouthwest states (inverse), SIN1 (inverse), Midwest states, 
rural, Non-SIN1 (inverse), and Title I (inverse), and teacher demographic of non-ESOL 
certification (inverse) explained 18.8% to 36.5% of the variance in Impact on Content. 
The results of the regression analysis partially supported Hypothesis l d  because 
only school characteristics, student characteristics, and teacher demographics were 
explanatory variables of Impact on Content; and, TORP and work profiles of K-6 
teachers were not. Lower mean scores represented less time spent teaching to content on 
the state assessment and higher mean scores represented more time teaching to content on 
the state assessment. The findings were that schools with fewer ESE students had higher 
scores on Impact on Content. This may indicate that schools with fewer ESE students 
were able to spend more time teaching to the state test. It could also indicate that 
teachers of ESE students may not value the state test and therefore focus their instruction 
on what they believe to be best practices for their students. Teachers may also believe 
that their students have such diverse needs that they do not have time to teach to the state 
test. The finding supports the a study by Monsas and Engelhard (1994) who found that 
teachers may change their testing practices based on the characteristics of the students 
they teach. 
Research Hypothesis 1,: Explanatory Relationship Among Explanato y Variables 
Hypothesis 1, tested the relationship among demographic and work profiles of K- 
6 teachers, characteristics of their schools and students, and theoretical orientation to 
reading, are significant explanatory variables of attitudes toward high stakes testing- 
impact on mode of instruction. Impact on the Mode of Instruction was defined as 
"changes in the amount of time spent on a variety of activities and with the influence of 
the testing program on pedagogical practices and instructional emphasis" (Pedulla et al., 
2003, section V, para. 1). In other words, Impact on Mode of Instruction means that the 
type of instruction being delivered in classrooms has been affected by the state 
assessment. The explanatory variable of teacher demographics of age (inverse) and 
teacher education leading to certification (inverse), student characteristics of white race 
(inverse), TORP Skills and TORP Phonics, and school characteristics of school grade 
(inverse), Midwest states (inverse), Reading First (inverse) and Non-Reading First 
explained 18.1% to 32.3% of the variance in Impact on Mode of Instruction. 
The results of the regression analysis partially supported Hypothesis 1, because 
only school characteristics, student characteristics, teacher demographics, and TORP 
were explanatory variables of Impact on Mode of Instruction and work profiles of K-6 
teachers were not. Higher scores on the Impact on Mode of Instruction scale indicated 
that instructional practices were either positively or negatively affected by the state 
testing program. The findings were that schools from Midwest states did not show a 
positive or negative impact on mode of instruction as a result of high stakes testing. 
Schools must make Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) as determined by each state. This 
may indicate that the criteria for making AYP that each state has set are having an impact 
on how instruction is delivered in those states. This was partially supported in a study by 
Abrams et al. (2003) that found that teachers in high stakes testing environments devoted 
more classroom instructional time to teaching test taking skills. 
Research Hypothesis 2: Explanatory Relationship Among Explanatory Variables 
Hypothesis 2 tested the relationship among demographic and work profiles of K- 
6 teachers, characteristics of their schools and students, theoretical orientation to reading, 
and attitudes toward high stakes testing are significant explanatory variables of reading 
performance using the enter method for hierarchical multiple regression analysis. 
Reading Performance was measured by a fill in the blank, self-report of the percentage of 
students in the teacher's class that passed the most recent state-mandated test (see 
Appendix A, Part 2). The explanatory variables of school characteristic of school grade, 
attitudes toward high stakes testing-school climate, student characteristic of non 
Hispanic, student characteristic of American Indian (inverse), school characteristic of 
Title I, attitudes toward high stakes testing-impact on mode of instruction (inverse), 
school characteristic of non-high stakes testing, student characteristic of race black 
(inverse), attitudes toward high stakes testing-impact on content, student characteristic of 
race white (inverse), teacher demographic of non-ESOL certification, student 
characteristic of Hispanic (inverse), attitudes toward high stakes testing-pressure on 
teachers, teacher demographic of non-reading certification, and school characteristic of 
Reading First explained 70.4% to 81.0% of the variance in Reading Performance. 
The results of the regression analysis partially supported Hypothesis 2 because 
only demographic profiles of K-6 teachers, school characteristics, student characteristics, 
and attitudes toward high stakes testing were explanatory variables; and, work profiles of 
K-6 teachers, and theoretical orientation to reading were not. The fmdings were that 
schools with a higher school grade and fewer Hispanic students had better Reading 
Performance scores and schools with more American Indian students had lower scores on 
Reading Performance. This indicates that schools with subgroups like Hispanic students 
and American Indian students are not performing well in reading performance as 
measured by the state test and may require teachers that are better equipped to teach 
students of diversity. 
The results of this study are supported in a study by Guthrie et al. (2001) that 
found that more effective than any particular reading program are the teachers when it 
comes to reading achievement. Allington et al. (2002) found that those teachers that are 
expert in delivering instruction that is tailored to the needs of their students are most 
effective. Pearson (2003) found that with children today having such diverse needs it is 
important that teachers have a deep knowledge of how to teach reading in order to deliver 
effective reading instruction. Vang (2005) found that teacher knowledge is directly 
correlated to student achievement and recommends highly qualified teachers in all 
classrooms that can work with all students including English language learners. 
Limitations 
1. This was a non-experimental design, which is weaker than an experimental 
research design. 
2. The sample size and response rate (1.02%) were small. While 10,000 surveys 
were sent out, only 115 were returned and of those 102 were useable. 
3. The sample size provided a threat to the study's internal and external validity. 
4. The teachers surveyed were only those who had Internet access. 
Conclusions 
1. In this study, there are fewer white students, a greater number of Hispanic, 
LEPIESOL, and ESE students, and lower reading performance in Title I 
schools. Teachers at Title I schools have had the content of their instruction 
impacted as a result of state mandated testing and teachers are feeling pressure 
associated with high stakes testing which is having a negative impact on 
school climate. 
2. There are more ESOL students in schools involved in high stakes testing and 
yet there are fewer teachers in schools with high stakes testing with their 
ESOL certificatiodendorsement. Procedures for ensuring that teachers have 
the proper qualifications for meeting the diversity needs of their students need 
to be investigated. 
3. Teachers with reading certificationJendorsement have a whole language 
orientation toward reading while teachers without had a more phonics 
orientation toward reading. Teachers without ESOL certificatiodendorsement 
favored a whole language orientation toward reading while teachers with 
ESOL certificatiodendorsement experience more pressure associated with 
state mandated assessments. The content of reading certificatiodendorsement 
and ESOL certificatiodendorsement subject area tests need to be evaluated. 
4. While teachers from Reading First schools have more positive attitudes 
toward high stakes testing, they show an inverse relationship with how the 
mode of instruction in their classrooms is being impacted. Reading First 
schools in this study did not score as high as non-Reading First schools on 
reading performance. Teachers in Reading First schools favored a more 
phonics approach to reading instruction. The instruction at Reading First 
schools needs to be examined to ensure it is meeting the needs of diverse 
students. As Reading First schools reported a more phonics approach to 
reading instruction, they may want to explore a more balanced approach to 
literacy instruction, which was shown in several studies to increase reading 
achievement. 
5 .  Schools with more BlackIAfrican American students that were Title I and 
Reading First had a higher incidence of not making Adequate Yearly Progress 
(AYP). Teachers at schools not making AYP had more negative feelings 
toward high stakes testing. Perhaps the sanctions being imposed on schools 
not meeting AYP should be examined for their effectiveness in creating a 
positive work environment where teachers and students can thrive. 
6. Student race impacts pressure on teachers, school climate, impact on content, 
and impact on mode of instruction. Students of diversity should be given 
more high quality tutoring, aftercare, and preschool opportunities for 
additional instruction support. 
7. Teachers with ESE students have negative attitudes toward state mandated 
testing and feel the state test is of little value. Teachers of ESE students feel 
greater pressure for their students to achieve on state mandated assessments. 
Teachers need to learn more strategies to use to ensure the academic success 
of ESE students and the differing types of ESE student disabilities should be 
taken into account when setting standards for the passing of state mandated 
tests. 
8. Teachers with theoretical orientation to a phonics and skills approach to 
reading have better attitudes toward high stakes testing, a more positive 
perception of the value of their state's test, and have had their mode of 
instruction impacted by the state test compared to teachers who favor a whole 
language approach to reading instruction. However, in other studies, effective 
balanced literacy instruction has been shown to correlate with increased 
reading performance (Pressley et al., 2002). 
9. School characteristics (school grade, Title I, high stakes testing, and Reading 
First status), attitudes toward high stakes testing (school climate, impact on 
mode of instruction, impact on content, pressure on teachers), student 
characteristics (ethnicity and race), and teacher characteristics (status of ESOL 
and reading certification/endorsement) explained 70.4% to 81.0% of the 
variance in reading performance, leaving 19% to 29% of unexplained variance 
in reading performance. 
10. Theoretical orientation to reading (skills and phonics), student characteristic 
(ESE), and school characteristic (urban) explained 19.6% to 24.8% of the 
variance in attitudes toward high stakes testing leaving 75.2% to 80.4% of 
unexplained variance in attitudes toward high stakes testing. 
11. Student characteristics (white, Hispanic, ESOL, Black, ESE, non-Hispanic) 
and school characteristics (school grade, Title I, SINI) explained 27.4% to 
40% of the variance in attitudes toward high stakes testing pressure on 
teachers leaving 60% to72.6% of unexplained variance in attitudes toward 
high stakes testing pressure on teachers. 
12. School characteristics (non-SINI, Title I, SINI, non-AYP), TORP (skills), 
student characteristic (black), and teacher demographic (white) explained 
22.2% to 29.8% of the variance in attitudes toward high stakes testing school 
climate leaving 70.2% to 77.8% of unexplained variance in attitudes toward 
high stakes testing school climate. 
13. Theoretical orientation to reading (phonics, bipolar, skills), student 
characteristic (ESE), school characteristic (Reading First) explained 16.9% to 
22.9% of the variance in attitudes toward high stakes testing perceived value 
of the state test leaving 77.1% to 83.1% of unexplained variance in attitudes 
toward high stakes testing perceived value of the state test. 
14. Student characteristics (ESOL, ESE, Hispanic, White), school characteristics 
(SINI, West/Southwest states, Urban, Midwest states, Rural, non-SINI, Title 
I), teacher demographic (non-ESOL certification) explained 18.8% to 36.5% 
of the variance in attitudes toward high stakes testing impact on content 
leaving 63.5% to 81.2% of unexplained variance in attitudes toward high 
stakes testing impact on content. 
15. Teacher demographics (age, other teacher education leading to certification), 
student characteristic (White), school characteristic (school grade, Midwest 
states, Reading First, non-Reading First) and theoretical orientation to reading 
(phonics, skills) explained 18.1% to 32.3% of the variance in attitudes toward 
high stakes testing impact on mode of instruction leaving 67.7% to 81.9% of 
unexplained variance in attitudes toward high stakes testing impact on mode 
of instruction. 
16. Teachers with more diverse students feel more pressure associated with their 
students taking state mandated assessments than teachers with less diverse 
students. 
17. Teachers with a skills orientation toward reading instruction feel their schools 
have a more positive school climate or that by teaching skills they are 
teaching to the test thus creating a less stressful school climate than teachers 
with a phonics or whole language orientation to reading. 
18. Instruction is being impacted by how states are choosing to be measured in 
order to make Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP). 
19. Teachers need to be highly trained, skilled, and flexible in their approach at 
delivering reading instruction to meet the diverse needs of all of their students, 
especially in urban school settings. 
Practical Implications 
1. Creating positive school climates in Title I schools may result in increased 
reading achievement. 
2. Teachers, especially in Title I schools, need to have professional development 
in reading instruction that will result in the increased academic achievement 
of all students regardless of their race, ethnicity, or educational category. 
3. The instruction at Reading FirstITitle I schools when focused on a balanced 
approach to literacy instruction may increase reading achievement. 
4. Positive school climates and reduced pressure on Title I teachers may result in 
increased student achievement. 
5. Certifying more Title I teachers in ESOL certification/endorsement may result 
in increased student achievement in Title I schools. 
6. Reading performance is impacted by school and student characteristics, 
teacher demographics, and attitudes toward high stakes testing. Providing 
teachers with the skills necessary to meet the diverse needs of all of their 
students may result in increased student achievement in reading, thus creating 
a more positive attitude toward high stakes testing in lower performing 
schools. 
Recommendations for Future Studies 
1. More research needs to be done to determine if change in the content of 
instruction of Title I teachers, as a result of state mandated testing, is actually 
making a difference in student achievement. 
2. Future research needs to concentrate on the relationship between attitudes 
toward high stakes testing and mode of instruction in Reading First schools 
and its impact on student achievement. 
3. Future research needs to be conducted to see if imposed sanctions on schools 
not meeting AYP are actually making a difference in SIN1 schools. 
4. Future research needs to be conducted to explore professional development in 
reading for teachers that will meet the needs of a diverse group of students. 
5. More research needs to be conducted to determine what methods of reading 
best impact achievement for ESE students to ensure greater success on state 
mandated tests. 
6. More studies need to be conducted to see what professional development is 
being delivered to teachers, how it is impacting their beliefs about reading 
instruction, and how those beliefs are impacting student reading achievement 
on state reading tests. 
7. Teachers' theoretical beliefs in an age of accountability need to be examined 
to see if teachers have become apathetic about reading instruction or if they 
have strong philosophical beliefs which impact reading achievement. 
8. This study should be replicated with a larger sample size to strengthen both 
the internal and external validity of the study. 
9. Conduct further construct validity studies to further establish construct 
validity of the Theoretical Orientation to Reading Profile Scale and subscales. 
10. Conduct further construct validation studies to further establish construct 
validity of the Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing scale and subscales. 
11. Conduct a study which includes K-6 public school teachers and K-6 private 
school teachers, teacher demographic and work profiles, characteristics of 
their schools and students, theoretical orientation to reading, and attitudes 
toward high stakes testing and the impact of these explanatory variables on 
reading performance. 
12. Use structural equations modeling to examine the relationships among teacher 
demographic and work profiles, characteristics of their schools and students, 
theoretical orientation to reading, and attitudes toward high stakes testing and 
reading performance. 
13. In this study, 70.4% to 81.0% of the variance in reading performance was 
explained, leaving 19% to 29% of unexplained variance in reading 
performance. Additional variables to incorporate into the present model and 
test in additional studies to further explain reading performance include 
student motivation, ability, parent involvement, tutoring, and teacher 
professional development. 
The goal of this study was to contribute to the literature on theoretical orientation 
to reading and attitudes toward high stakes testing and reading performance. The 
findings of this study explained 70.4% to 81.0% of the variance in reading performance 
and provided a contribution to the body of knowledge. To ensure that students are going 
to be successful in a growing global economy, the definition of literacy, the literacy 
instruction provided, and how literacy achievement is measured must be examined in 
order to meet the diverse needs of all our students. Chapter V discussed the summary 
and interpretation of findings, limitations, conclusions, practical implications, and 
recommendations for future study. 
REFERENCES 
Abrams, L., Pedulla, J., & Madaus, G. (2003). Views from the classroom: Teachers' 
opinions of statewide testing programs. Theory into Practice 42(1), 18, 12 pgs. 
Retrieved September 16,2007, from ProQuest Database. 
Afflerbach, P. (2005). National reading conference policy brief: High stakes testing and 
reading. Journal of Literacy Research, 37(2), 151, 13 pgs. Retrieved February 
16,2006, from ProQuest Database. 
Alberta Learning Information Services. (2007). Alberta Occupational ProJiles. 
Retreived November 15, 2007, from 
http://www.alis.~ov.ab.ca/occinfo/Content/RequestAction.as~?foma~h~l&asv 
Action=GetHomePage&Page=Home 
Allington, R. (2003). High stakes testing does not improve the teaching or learning of 
reading. New England Reading Association Journal, 39(1), 3 1. Retrieved 
January 26,2006, from ProQuest Database. 
Allington, R., Johnston, P., & Day, J. (2002). Exemplary fourth-grade teachers. 
Language Arts, 79(6), 462, 5 pgs. Retrieved January 26, 2006, from ProQuest 
Database. 
Altwerger, B., Arya, P., Jin, L., & Jordan, N. et al. (2004). When research and mandates 
collide: The challenges and dilemmas of teacher education in the era of NCLB. 
English Education, 36(2), 119, 15 pgs. Retrieved January 23, 2006, from 
ProQuest Database. 
Antonacci, P. (2000). Reading in the zone of proximal development: Mediating literacy 
development in beginner readers through guided reading. Reading Horizons, 
41 (I), 19, 15 pgs. Retrieved February 4,2006, from ProQuest Database. 
Arce, J., Luna, D., Borjian, A., & Conrad, M. (2005). No child left behind: Who wins? 
Who loses? Social Justice, 32(3), 56, 16 pgs. Retrieved January 26, 2006, from 
ProQuest Database. 
Asselin, M. (1999). Balanced literacy. Teacher Librarian, 27(1), 69, 2 pgs. Retrieved 
February 3,2006, from ProQuest Database. 
August, D. & Shanahan, T. (2006). Executive summary, developing literacy in second- 
language learners: Report of the national literacy panel on language-minority 
children and youth. Retrieved February 18, 2009, from 
www.cal.org/projects/archive/nlpreport~/Executive~S~mmary.pdf 
Baines, L., & Stanley, G. (2004). High stakes hustle: Public schools and the new billion 
dollar accountability. The Educational Forum, 69(1), 8, 8 pgs. Retrieved 
February 16,2006, from ProQuest Database. 
Barone, D. (2002). Literacy teaching and learning in two Kindergarten classrooms in a 
school labeled at-risk. The Elementay School Journal, 102(5), 415, 28 pgs. 
Retrieved February 4,2006, from ProQuest Database. 
Barry, A. (1998). The evolution of reading tests and other forms of educational 
assessment. The Clearing House, 71(4), 231, 5 pgs. Retrieved September 20, 
2007 from ProQuest Database. 
Baumann, J., Hoffman, J., Moon, J., & Duffy-Hester, A. (1998). Where are teachers' 
voices in the phonics/whole language debate? Results from a survey of U.S. 
elementary classroom teachers. The Reading Teacher, 51(8), 636, 15 pgs. 
Retrieved January 22,2006, from ProQuest Database. 
Bean, R. (2004). Professional development: Key to effective reading instruction. New 
England Reading Association Journal, 40(2), 12, 5 pgs. Retrieved January 26, 
2006, f?om ProQuest Database. 
Caldwell, G., & Ginther, D. (1996). Differences in learning styles of low socioeconomic 
status for low and high achievers. Chula Vista 117(1), 147, 7 pgs. Retrieved 
September 15,2007, from ProQuest Database. 
Campbell, M. (2001). Inquiry into reading assessment: Teachers' perceptions of 
effective practices. Reading Horizons, 42(1), 1, 20 pgs. Retrieved February 5, 
2006, &om ProQuest Database. 
Cartiera, M. (2006). Addressing the literacy underachievement of adolescent English 
language learners. New England Reading Association Journal 42(1), 26, 8 pgs. 
Retrieved February 26, 2009, from ProQuest Database. 
Chatterji, M. (2002). Models and methods for examining standards-based reforms and 
accountability initiatives: Have the tools of inquiry answered pressing questions 
on improving schools? Review of Educational Research, 72(3), 345, 42 pgs. 
Retrieved September 20,2007, from ProQuest Database. 
Chester, M. (2003). Multiple measures and high-stakes decisions: A framework for 
combining measures. Educational Measurement, Issues and Practice, 22(2), pg. 
32. 
Christensen, L. (2004). Experimental methodology (gth ed.). Boston: Pearson. 
Cobb, J. (2001). The effects of an early intervention program with preservice teachers as 
tutors on the reading achievement of primary grade at risk children. Reading 
Horizons, 41(3), pg. 155, Retrieved August 13,2006, from ProQuest Database. 
Dahl, K., & Scharer, P. (2000). Phonics teaching and learning in whole language 
classrooms: New evidence from research. The Reading Teacher, 53(7), 584, 11 
pgs. Retrieved February 4,2006, from ProQuest Database. 
Davenport, D., & Jones, J. (2005). The politics of literacy. Policy Review, 130, 45, 
13pgs. Retrieved January 16,2006, from ProQuest database. 
Dedman, T. (2003) The 'teacher gap'. NEA Today 21(7), 41, 1. Retrieved September 
15, 2007, from ProQuest Database. 
DeFord, D. (1985). Validating the construct of theoretical orientation in reading 
instruction. Reading Research Quarterly (20)3, 351, 20 pgs. Retrieved January 
28,2007 from JSTOR. 
Duffy, G., & Hoffman, J. (1999). In pursuit of an illusion: The flawed search for a 
perfect method. The Reading Teacher, 53(1), 10, 7 pgs. Retrieved February 4, 
2006, from ProQuest Database. 
Duran, A. (2005). Factors to consider when evaluating school accountability results. 
Journal of Law and Education, 34(1), 73, 28 pgs. Retrieved February 5, 2006, 
from ProQuest Database. 
Education Commission of the United States (2003-2004). Projects and centers, No child 
left behind. Retrieved February 17, 2006 from 
h~://nclb2.ecs.or~/Projects~Centers/index.aspx?issueid=~en&IssueName=Gener 
a1 
-
Farkus, G. (2000). Teaching low-income children to read at grade level. Contemporary 
Sociology 29(1). 53, 10 pgs. Retrieved September 15, 2007, from JSTOR. 
Fountas, I., & Pinnell, G.S. (1996). Guided reading: Good first teaching for all. 
Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann. 
Frey, B., Lee, S., Tollefson, N., Pass, L., & Massengill, D. (2005). Balanced literacy in 
an urban school district. The Journal of Educational Research, 98(5), 272, 10 
pgs. Retrieved January 13,2006, from ProQuest database. 
Garson, G. D. (2008). Factor analysis statnotes. Retrieved August 31, 2008 from 
l~ttp:/lwww2.cl1ass.ncsu.edu/garsodpa765/factor.htin. 
Gay, L.R. & Airasian, P. (2000). Educational research: Competencies for analysis and 
application (6th ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Merrill. 
Gill, S., & Smith, K. (2005). Necessary and irreconcilable differences: Paradigms 
within the field of reading. Language Arts, 82(3), 214, 8 pgs. Retrieved January 
13,2006, from ProQuest database. 
Goertz, M. & Duffy, M. (2003). Mapping the landscape of high-stakes testing and 
accountability programs. Theory into Practice, 42(1), 4, 8 pgs. Retrieved 
September 15,2007, from ProQuest database. 
Green, S. B. (1991). How many subjects does it take to do a regression analysis? 
Multivariate Behavioral Research, 26(3), 499, 11 pgs. Retrieved September 29, 
2007, from EBSCO Research Databases. 
Groff, P. (1998). Where's the phonics? Making a case for its direct and systematic 
instruction. The Reading Teacher, 52(1), 138, 4 pgs. Retrieved February 6,2006, 
from ProQuest Database. 
Gulek, C. (2003). Preparing for high-stakes testing. Theory into Practice, 42(1), 42, 9 
pgs. Retrieved September 15,2007, from ProQuest database. 
Gunzenhauser, M. (2003). High-stakes testing and the,efault philosophy of education. 
Theory into Practice, 42(1), 51, 8 pgs. Retrieved September 15, 2007, from 
ProQuest database. 
Guthrie, J., Schafer, W., & Huang, C. (2001). Benefits of opportunity to read and 
balanced instruction on the NAEP. The Journal of Educational Research, 94(3), 
145, 18 pgs. Retrieved February 4,2006, from ProQuest Database. 
Harris, T. & Hodges, R. (1995). The literacy dictionary, The vocabulary of reading and 
writing. Newark, DE: International Reading Association. 
Hawes, C., & Plourde, L. (2005). Parental involvement and its influence on the reading 
achievement of 6" grade students. Reading Improvement, 42(1), 47, 11 pgs. 
Retrieved February 4,2006, from ProQuest Database. 
Hempenstall, K. (1997). The whole language-phonics controversy: An historical 
perspective. Educational Psychology, 17(4), 399, 20 pgs. Retrieved February 5, 
2006, from ProQuest Database. 
Henk, W. & Melnick, S. (1995). The reader self perception scale (RSPS): A new tool 
for measuring how children feel about themselves as readers. The Reading 
Teacher, 48(6), 470, 13 pgs. Retrieved September 15, 2007, from ProQuest 
database. 
Hoffman, J., Assaf, L., & Paris, S. (2001). High-stakes testing in reading: Today in 
Texas, tomorrow? The Reading Teacher, 54(5), 482, 11 pgs. Retrieved February 
16,2006, from ProQuest Database. 
Invernizzi, M., Landrum, T., Howell, J., & Warley, H. (2005). Toward the peaceful 
coexistence of test developers, policymakers, and teachers in an era of 
accountability. The Reading Teacher, 58(7), 610,9 pgs. Retrieved September 20, 
2007, from ProQuest Database. 
Jia, Y., Eslami, Z., & Burlbaw, L. (2006). ESL teachers' perceptions and factors 
influencing their use of classroom-based reading assessment. Bilingual Research 
Journal, 30(2), 407, 24 pgs. Retrieved February 18, 2009, from ProQuest 
Database. 
Johnson, D. (1999). Balanced reading instruction: Review of literature. Retrieved 
January 13, 2006, from http://www.ncrel.or~/sdrs/timelv/briiss.htm 
Jones, B., & Egley, R. (2006). Looking through different lenses: Teachers' and 
administrators' views of accountability, Phi Delta Kappan, 87(10), 767, 5 pgs. 
Retrieved April 25, 2007, from ProQuest Database. 
Jones, M.G., Jones, B., Hardin, B., Chapman, L., et al. (1999). The impact of high 
stakes testing on teachers and students in North Carolina, Phi Delta Kappan, 
81(3), 199, 5 pgs. Retrieved March 4,2007, from ProQuest Database. 
Kent, A. (2004). Improving teacher quality through professional development. 
Education, 124(3), 427, 9pgs. Retrieved January 26, 2006, from ProQuest 
Database. 
Ketner, C., Smith, K., & Parnell, M.K. (1997) Relationship between teacher theoretical 
orientation to reading and endorsement of developmentally appropriate practice. 
The Journal of Educational Research 90(4), 212, Retrieved September 23, 2007, 
from ProQuest Database. 
Krashen, S. (2002) Whole language and the great plummet of 1987-92. Phi Delta 
Kappan, 83(10), 748, 7 pgs. Retrieved October 6,2006, from ProQuest Database. 
Linn, R. (2003). Accountability: Responsibility and reasonable expectations. 
Educational Researcher, 32(7), 3, 11 pgs. Retrieved September 20, 2007, from 
ProQuest Database. 
Luftig, R. (2003). When a little bit means a lot: The effects of a short-term reading 
program on economically disadvantaged elementary schoolers. Reading 
Research and Instruction, 42(4), 13 pgs. Retrieved August 13, 2006, from 
ProQuest Database. 
McAuliffe, S. (1993). A study of the differences between instructional practice and test 
preparation. Journal of Reading, 36(7), 524, 7 pgs. Retrieved September 20, 
2007, from ProQuest Database. 
McColskey, W., & McMunn, N. (2000). Strategies for dealing with high-stakes state 
tests. Phi Delta Kappan, 82(2), 115, 6 pgs. Retrieved September 20, 2007, from 
ProQuest Database. 
Marshall, J. (2006). What parents need to know about the no child left behind act. 
Retrieved October 1,2006 from httu://www.frc.org/get.cfm?i=FP02D 
Mergendoller, J. & Sacks, C. (1994). Concerning the relationship between teachers' 
theoretical orientations toward reading and their concept maps. Teaching and 
Teacher Education 10(6), 589, 11  pgs. Retrieved September 23, 2007, from 
http://www.bie.or~/index.uh~/site/RE/~ast research135 
Monsas, J. & Engelhard, G. (1994). Teachers' attitudes toward testing practices. The 
Journal of Psychology 128(4), 469, 5 pgs. Retrieved November 2, 2007, from 
ProQuest Database. 
Morrow, L., & Tracey, D. (1997). Strategies used for phonics instruction in early 
childhood classrooms. The Reading Teacher, 50(8), 644, 8 pgs. Retrieved 
February 6,2006 from ProQuest Database. 
Moustafa, M. & Maldonado-Colon, E. (1999). Whole-to-part phonics instruction: 
Building on what children know to help them know more. The Reading Teacher, 
52(5), 448, 11 pgs. Retrieved February 19,2006 from ProQuest Database. 
Mundfrom, D. J., Shaw, D. G., & Ke, T. L. (2005). Minimum sample size 
recommendations for conducting factor analyses. International Journal of 
Testing. 5(2), 159, 10 pgs. Retrieved September 29,2007, from EBSCO Research 
Databases. 
Northwest Evaluation Association. (2004). Reliability and validity estimates. Retrieved 
February 5, 2006 fiom 
httu://www.nwea.org/assets/research/NWEA%2ORe1iabi1i@%20&%2OVa1idi@.~ 
d f 
-
Paris, S., & Hoffman, J. (2004). Reading assessments in Kindergarten through third 
grade: Findings from the Center for the Improvement of Early Reading 
Achievement. The Elementary School Journal, 105(2), 199, 19 pgs. Retrieved 
January 16,2006, from ProQuest database. 
Passman, R. (2001). Experiences with student centered teaching and learning in high 
stakes assessment environments. Education, 122(1), 189, 11 pgs. Retrieved 
September 16,2007, from ProQuest Database. 
\ 
Pearson, P.D. (2003). The role of professional knowledge in reading reform. Language 
Arts, 81(1), 14. Retrieved February 3, 2006, from ProQuest Database. 
I 
Pearson P.D., Vyas, S., Sensale, L., & Kim, Y. (2001). Making our way through the 
assessment and accountability maze. Where do we go now? The Clearing 
House, 74(4), 175, 8 pgs. Retrieved September 20, 2007, from ProQuest 
Database. 
Pedulla, J., Abrams, L., Madaus, G., Russell, M., Ramos, M., & Miao, J. (2003). 
Perceived effects of state-mandated testing programs on teaching and learning: 
Findingsfiom a national suwey of teachers. Chestnut Hill, MA: National Board 
on Education Testing and Public Policy. (ERIC Document Reproduction Services 
No. ED481 836) 
Peterson, K. (2005). NCLB goals andpenalties. Retreived November 25, 2007, from 
Porter-Magee, K. (2004). Teacher quality, controversy, and NCLB. The Clearing 
House, 78(1), 26,4 pgs. Retrieved January 26,2006, from ProQuest Database. 
Powell-Smith, K., Stoner, G., Shinn, M., & Good, R. (2000). Parent tutoring in reading 
using literature and curriculum materials: Impact on student reading 
achievement. School Psychology Review, 29(1), pg. 5, Retrieved August 13, 
2006, from ProQuest Database. 
Pressley, M. (2003). A few things reading educators should know about instructional 
experiments. The Reading Teacher, 57(1), 64. Retrieved February 5, 2006, from 
ProQuest Database. 
Pressley, M., Rankin, J., & Yokoi, L. (1996). A survey of instructional practices of 
primary teachers nominated as effective in promoting literacy. Z'he Elementary 
School Journal 96(4), 363,22 pgs. Retrieved September 23,2007, from ProQuest 
Database. 
Pressley, M., Roehrig, A., Bogner, K., Raphael, L., & Dolezal, S. (2002). Balanced 
literacy instruction. Focus on Exceptional Children, 34(5), 14 pgs. Retrieved 
January 21,2006, from ProQuest database. 
Pressley, M., Yokoi, L., Wharton-McDonald, R., & Mistretta, J. (1997). A survey of the 
instructional practices of grade 5 teachers nominated as effective in promoting 
literacy. ~cient i~ ic  Studies of Reading 1(2), 145, 16 pgs. Retrieved September 23, 
2007, from EBSCO Research Databases. 
Ransom, K., Santa, C., Williams, C., Farstrup, A., et al. (1999). High-stakes assessment 
in reading: A position statement of the International Reading Association. 
Journal ofAdolescent & Adult Literacy, 43(3), 305, 8 pgs. Retrieved February 16, 
2006, from ProQuest Database. 
Ravitch, D. (2002). A brief history of testing and accountability. Retrieved September 
30,2006, from http://www.hooverdigest.org/O24/ravitch.htm1 
Ravitch, D. (2006). The fall of the standard-bearers. Retrieved October 8, 2006, from 
httu://chronicle.com/free/v52/i27/27b0440 1 .htm 
Rebell, M., & Hunter, M. (2004). 'Highly qualified' teachers: Pretense or legal 
requirement? Phi Delta Kappan, 85(9), 690, 7 pgs. Retrieved January 22, 2006, 
from ProQuest Database. 
Reutzel, D. R. & Mitchell, J. (2005). High-stakes accountability themed issue: How did 
we get here from there? The Reading Teacher 58(7), 606, 3 pgs. Retrieved 
September 23,2007, from ProQuest Database. 
Reyhner, J. (2003). The reading wars. Phonics versus whole language. Retrieved 
August 28, 2006, from http://jan.ucc.nau.edu/-jarmeading-Wars.htm1 
Ross, J. (2004). Effects of running records assessment on early literacy achievement. 
Z'he Journal of Educational Research, 97(4), 186, 9 pgs. Retrieved January 11, 
2006, from ProQuest database. 
Ruddell, R. & Unrau, N. (2006). Theoretical models andprocesses of reading (5th ed.). 
Newark, DE: International Reading Association. 
Schwartz, R. (2005). Decisions, decisions: Responding to primary students during 
guided reading. The Reading Teacher, 58(5), 436, 8 pgs. Retrieved February 4, 
2006, from ProQuest Database. 
Shulman, L. (ad.). Principles for the uses of assessment in policy and practice. 
President's report to the board of trustees of the Carnegie Foundation for the 
Advancement of Teaching. Retrieved September 19, 2007 from 
www.teaglefoundation.org/learning/pdf/2006 shulman assessmentqdf 
Sicoly, F. (2002). What do school-level scores from large-scale assessments really 
measure? Educational Measurement, Issues and Practice, 21(4), 17, 10 pgs. 
Retrieved February 5, 2006, from ProQuest Database. 
Simpson, R., LaCava, P., & Graner, P. (2004). The No Child Left Behind Act: 
Challenges and implications for educators. Intewention in School and Clinic, 
40(2), 67,9 pgs. Retrieved January 22,2006, from ProQuest Database. 
Souza Barros, S. de, & Elia, M. (1998). Physics teacher's attitudes: How do they affect 
the reality of the classroom and models for change? Retrieved October 29,2007, 
from http://www.pl~ysics.ohio-state.edu/-jossem~ICPE/D2.html 
Stahl, S. (1992). Saying the "p" word: Nine guidelines for exemplary phonics 
instruction. The Reading Teacher, 45(8), 618, 8 pgs. Retrieved February 6, 2006, 
from ProQuest Database. 
Stallings, D. (2002). A brief history of the U.S. Department of Education, 1979-2002. 
Phi Delta Kappan, 83(9), 677, 7 pgs. Retrieved October 1, 2006, from ProQuest 
Database. 
Steeves, K., Hodgson, J., & Peterson, P. (2002). Are we measuring student success with 
high-stakes testing? The Educational Forum, 66(3), 228, 8 pgs. Retrieved 
February 16,2006, from ProQuest Database. 
Stewart, M. (2004). Early literacy instruction in the climate of No Child Left Behind. 
The Reading Teacher, 57(8), 732, 12 pgs. Retrieved January 16, 2006, from 
ProQuest database. 
Stone, J. (2003). Unpacking the social imaginary of literacy education: A case study. 
English Education, 36(1), 35. Retrieved February 4, 2006, from ProQuest 
Database. 
Swan, A. (2003). Teachers as learners: Professional development in early reading 
instruction. Reading Horizons, 43(3), 141, 20 pgs. Retrieved January 26, 2006, 
from ProQuest Database. 
Tivnan, T., & Hemphill, H. (2005). Comparing four literacy reform models in high- 
poverty schools: Patterns of first grade achievement. The Elementary School 
Journal, 105(5), 419, 24 pgs. Retrieved February 19, 2006, from ProQuest 
Database. 
U. S. Census Bureau. (2002). United States Census 2000, Demographic Profiles, 
Retrieved October 19, 2007 from h~:///ww.census.gov/Press- 
Release/www/200 l/demoprofile.html 
U.S. Department of Education. (2006). Institute of Educational Science, The nation's 
report card. Retrieved September 1, 2007 from 
http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/pubs/studies/200646 1 .asp 
U.S. Department of Education. (2007). National Center for Educational Statistics, 
Reading Performance. Retrieved November 15, 2007, from 
http://nces.ed. ~ov/~romams/coe/2007/charts/chartll .asp?popup=true 
U.S. Department of Education. (2004). Readingest. Retrieved February 20, 2006 from 
http://www.ed. aov/vrogl.ams/readingfirst/faq. html 
U.S. Department of Labor. (2007). Bureau of labor statistics occupational outlook 
handbook. Retrieved January 18,2009 flom http://www.bls.sov/oco/ocos069.htm 
Valencia, R. & Villarreal, B. (2003). Improving students' reading performance via 
standards-based school reform: A critique. The Reading Teacher, 56(7), 612, 10 
pgs. Retrieved September 20,2007 from ProQuest Database. 
Vogler, K. (2002). The impact of high stakes, state mandate student performance 
assessment on teachers' instructional practices. Education 123(1), 39, 17 pgs. 
Retrieved September 16,2007, from ProQuest Database. 
Vukelich, C. (2004). In search of highly qualified early childhood classroom literacy 
teachers. The Reading Teacher, 58(1), 95, 6 pgs. Retrieved January 26, 2006, 
from ProQuest Database. 
Waters, G. (1999). Interactive instructional program. Retrieved September 29, 2007, 
from 
http://www.sil. oraAingualinks/literacv/ImulementALiteracvPro~ra~nteractiveh 
structiona1Progra.htrn 
Wharton-McDonald, R., Pressley, M., Rankin, J., Mistretta, J. et al. (1997). Effective 
primary-grades literacy instruction equals balanced literacy instruction. The 
Reading Teacher, 50(6), 5 18, 4 pgs. Retrieved February 4, 2006, from ProQuest 
Database. 
Wharton-McDonald, R., Pressley, M., & Hampston, J. (1998). Literacy instruction in 
nine first grade classrooms: Teacher characteristics and student achievement. 
The Elementary School Journal, 99(2), 101,28 pgs. Retrieved January 23, 2006, 
from ProQuest Database. 
White, P. (1998). StratiJied random sampling. Retrieved September 1, 2007, from 
http:l/www.cems.uwe.ac.uk~-pwhite1SURVEY lInode29.htrnl 
Wiseman, D. (2001). Two views presentations: Demonstrating the differences between 
theoretical orientations in reading instruction. In J.E. Many (Ed.), Instructional 
practices for literacy teacher-educators, examples and reflections from the 
teaching lives of literacy scholars (pp. 3-10). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum. 
Worthy, J., & Broaddus, K. (200112002). Fluency beyond the primary grades: From 
group performance to silent, independent reading. The Reading Teacher, 55(4), 
334, 10 pgs. Retrieved February 4,2006, fiom ProQuest Database. 
Wright, R. (2009). Methods for improving test scores: The good, the bad, and the ugly. 
Kappa Delta Pi Record, 45(3), 116. Retrieved March 23, 2009, from ProQuest 
Database. 
Xue, Y., & Meisels, S. (2004). Early literacy instruction and learning in Kindergarten: 
Evidence from the early childhood longitudinal study-Kindergarten class of 1998- 
1999. American Educational Research Journal, 41(1), 191. Retrieved February 
4,2006, fiom ProQuest Database. 
Yatvin, J. (2002). Babes in the woods: The wanderings of the national reading panel. 
Retrieved November 25,2007, from http:l/www.pdkintl.or~kappan/kO2Olyat.htm 
Yoon, B. (2007). Offering or limiting opportunities: Teachers' roles and approaches to 
English-language learners' participation in literacy activities. The Reading 
Teacher, 61(3), 216, 10 pgs. Retrieved February 18, 2009, from ProQuest 
Database. 
Zancanella, D., & Noll, E. (2004). Teacher education in language arts and literacy in the 
era of 'No child left behind". English Education, 36(2), 101, 3 pgs. Retrieved 
January 26,2006, fiom ProQuest Database. 
BIBLIOGRAPHY 
Allington, R. (2005). Ideology is still trumping evidence. Phi Delta Kappan, 86(6), 
462,7 pgs. Retrieved January 26,2006, from ProQuest Database. 
Anonymous. (2000). Excellent reading teachers: A position statement of the 
International Reading Association. Journal of Adolescent & Adult Literacy, 
44(2), 193, 7 pgs. Retrieved January 16,2006, from ProQuest Database. 
Arya, P., Martens, P., Wilson, G.P., & Altwerger, B. (2005). Reclaiming literacy 
instruction: Evidence in support of literature-based programs. Language Arts, 
83(1), 63, 10 pgs. Retrieved February 4,2006, from ProQuest Database. 
Barton, J & Sawyer, D. (2003/2004). Our students are ready for this: Comprehension 
instruction in the elementary school. The Reading Teacher, 57(4), 334-347. 
Baumann, J., & Duffy, A. (2001). Teacher-researcher methodology: Themes, variations, 
and possibilities. The Reading Teacher, 54(6), 608, 8 pgs. Retrieved January 22, 
2006, from ProQuest Database. 
Baumann, J., Cam Edwards, E., Boland, E. Olejnik, S., & Kame'enui, E. (2003). 
Vocabulary tricks: Effects of instruction in morphology and context on fifth grade 
students' ability to derive and infer word meanings. American Educational 
Research Journal, 40(2), 447, 25 pgs. Retrieved January 13, 2006, from 
ProQuest database. 
Beatson, L. (2000). Research on parent involvement in reading. New England Reading 
Association Journal, 36(3), pg. 8, Retrieved August 13, 2006, from ProQuest 
Database. 
Bohn, C., Roehrig, A., & Pressley, M. (2004). The first days of school in the classrooms 
of two more effective and four less effective primary-grades teachers. The 
Elementary School Journal, 104(4), 269, 19 pgs. Retrieved January 26, 2006, 
from ProQuest Database. 
Calhoon, M. (2005). Effects of a peer-mediated phonological skill and reading 
comprehension program on reading skill acquisition for middle school students 
with reading disabilities. Journal of Learning Disabilities, 38(5), 424, 10 pgs. 
Retrieved January 13, 2006, from ProQuest database. 
Camilli, G. (2003). Comment on Cizek7s "More Unintended Consequences of High- 
Stakes Testing". Educational Measurement, Issues and Practice, 22(1), pg. 36, 
Retrieved August 13,2006, from ProQuest Database. 
Cesarone, B. (2001). A balanced approach to reading instruction. Childhood Education, 
77(3), 184,2 pgs. Retrieved January 16,2006, from ProQuest database. 
Cizek, G. (2001). More unintended consequences of high-stakes testing. Educational 
Measurement, 20(4), pg. 19, Retrieved August 13,2006, from ProQuest Database. 
Darling-Hammond, L. (2005). Teaching as a profession: Lessons in teacher preparation 
and professional development. Higher Education, 87(3), 237, 4 pgs. Retrieved 
January 16,2006, from ProQuest Database. 
Darling-Hammond, L., & Youngs, P. (2002). Defining "highly qualified teachers": 
What does scientifically-based research actually tell us? Educational Researcher, 
31(9), 13,13 pgs. Retrieved January 29,2006, from ProQuest Database. 
Denton C., Foorman, B., & Mathes, P. (2003). Perspectives: schools that beat the odds. 
Remedial and Special Education, 24(5), 258, 5 pgs. Retrieved January 16,2006, 
from ProQuest database. 
Dixon, A. (2005). Balanced literacy and contextual teaching and learning: A marriage 
of methods to promote literacy among struggling, urban readers. Abstract 
retrieved February 5,2006 from ProQuest Digital Dissertations. 
Dudley-Marling, C. (2005). The complex relationship between reading research and 
classroom practice. Research in the Teaching of English, 40(1), 127, 4 pgs. 
Retrieved January 16, 2006, from ProQuest database. 
Dudley-Marling, C. (2005). Disrespecting teachers: Troubling developments in reading 
instruction. English Education, 37(4), 272, 8 pgs. Retrieved January 26, 2006, 
from ProQuest Database. 
Duffy, A., & Atkinson, T. (2001). Learning to teach struggling (and non-struggling) 
elementary school readers: An analysis of preservice teachers' knowledges. 
Reading Research andInstruction, 41(1), 83,20 pgs. Retrieved January 13,2006, 
from ProQuest database. 
, 
Duffy, G., & Hoffman, J. (1999). In pursuit of an illusion: The flawed search for a 
perfect method. The Reading Teacher, 53(1), 10, 7 pgs. Retrieved February 4, 
2006, from ProQuest Database. 
Ediger, M. (2002). Assessing teacher attitudes in teaching science. Journal of 
Instructional Psychology, Retrieved September 29, 2007, from 
httu://fmdarticles.com/p/articles/mi~mOFCG/is~l~29/ai~846674O4 
Ervin, R. (1998). Assessing early reading achievement. Phi Delta Kappan, 80(3), 226, 
3 pgs. Retrieved January 16,2006, from ProQuest database. 
Evans, M., Shaw, D., & Bell, M. (2000). Home literacy activities and their influence on 
early literacy skills. Canadian Journal of Experimental Psychology, 54(2), pg. 
65, Retrieved August 13,2006, from ProQuest Database. 
Fitzgerald, J. (1999). What is this thing called "balance?". The Reading Teacher, 53(2), 
100, 8 pgs. Retrieved January 26,2006, from ProQuest Database. 
Florida Department of Education. (2001). FCAT briefing book. Retrieved February 5, 
2006 from http://www.firn.edu/doe/sas/fcat/pdf/mflhs-facts.pdf 
Ford, M. (2001). What to do about jabbering parrots: Lessons learned while advocating 
for best practices. Language Arts, 79(1), 53, 8 pgs. Retrieved January 26, 2006, 
from ProQuest Database. 
Frost, J. (2000). From 'epi' through 'meta' to mastery. The balance of meaning and 
skill in early reading instruction. Scandinavian Journal of Educational Research, 
44(2), 125,20 pgs. Retrieved January 16,2006, fi-om ProQuest database. 
Gall, M. D., Gall, J. P., & Borg, W. R (2003). Educational Research: An Introduction 
(7th ed.). Boston: Allyn & Bacon. 
Genovese, J. (2005). Why educational innovations fail: An individual difference 
perspective. Social Behavior and Personality, 33(6), 569, 9 pgs. Retrieved 
January 23,2006, from ProQuest Database. 
Gersten, R., Baker, S., Haager, D., & Graves, A. (2005). Exploring the role of teacher 
quality in predicting reading outcomes for first grade English learners: An 
observational study. Remedial and Special Education, 26(4), 197, 10 pgs. 
Retrieved January 16, 2006, from ProQuest database. 
Gillentine, J. (2005). Understanding early literacy development: The impact of a 
collaborative professional development course. Abstract retrieved February 5, 
2006 from ProQuest Digital Dissertations. 
Gratch, A. (2001). The culture of teaching and beginning teacher development. Teacher 
Education Quarterly, 28(4), 121, 16 pgs. Retrieved January 26, 2006, from 
ProQuest Database. 
Gustafson, J. (2002). Missing the mark for low-ses students. Kappa Delta Pi Record, 
38(2), pg. 60, Retrieved August 13,2006, £tom ProQuest Database. 
Guthrie, J., Schafer, W., Von Secker, C., & Alban, T. (2000). Contributions of 
instructional practices to reading achievement in a statewide improvement 
program. The Journal of Educational Research, 93(4), 21 1, 15 pgs. Retrieved 
January 23,2006, from ProQuest Database. 
Heydon, R., Hibbert, K., & Iannacci, L. (2005). Strategies to support balanced literacy 
approaches in pre- and inservice teacher education. Journal of Adolescent & 
Adult Literacy, 48(4), 312, 8 pgs. Retrieved February 3, 2006, from ProQuest 
Database. 
Hillman, J. (2000). Beyond the phonics/whole language controversies. New England 
Reading Association Journal, 36(1), 22, 6 pgs. Retrieved January 16, 2006, from 
ProQuest database. 
Hoffman, J., Roller, C., Maloch, B., Sailors, M. et al. (2005). Teachers' preparation to 
teach reading and their experiences and practices in the first three years of 
teaching. The Elementary School Journal, 105(3), 267, 21 pgs. Retrieved 
January 16, 2006, from ProQuest database. 
Hurd, J. & Licciardo-Musso, L. (2005). Lesson study: Teacher-led professional 
development in literacy instruction. Language Arts, 82(5), pg. 388, Retrieved 
August 13,2006, fiom ProQuest Database. 
Hurst, B. (1999). Process of change in reading instruction: A model of transition. 
Reading Horizons, 39(4), 237, 19 pgs. Retrieved January 23, 2006, from 
ProQuest Database. 
International Reading Association. (2007). Fact sheets. Retrieved September 1, 2007, 
from http://www.reading.org/resources/issues/press fact sheets.htm1 
Kaufman, M. (2002). Putting it all together: From one first-grade teacher to another. 
The Reading Teacher, 55(8), 722, 5pgs. Retrieved February 4, 2006, from 
ProQuest Database. 
Knuth, R., & Jones, B. (1991). What does research say about reading? Retrieved 
January 22,2006 from http://www.ncrel.ordsdrs/areas/stv,~es~ read.htm 
Lefever-Davis, S. (2002). Trends in teacher certification and literacy: The preparation 
of tomorrow's reading teachers. The Reading Teacher, 56(2), 196, 2 pgs. 
Retrieved January 26, 2006, from ProQuest Database. 
Lefever-Davis, S., & Wilson, C. (2003). Trends in teacher certification and literacy. 
n e  Reading Teacher, 56(8), pg. 782. Retrieved January 26,2006, from ProQuest 
Database. 
Maloch, B., Fine, J., & Flint, A. (2003). Trends in teacher certification and literacy. The 
Reading Teacher, 56(4), 348, 3 pgs. Retrieved January 26,2006, from ProQuest 
Database. 
Manset-Williamson, G., & Nelson, J. (2005). Balanced, strategic reading instruction for 
upper-elementary and middle school students with reading disabilities: A 
comparative study of two approaches. Learning Disability Quarterly, 28(1), 59, 
16 pgs. Retrieved January 13,2006, from ProQuest database. 
Massey, D. (2002). Personal Journeys: Teaching teachers to teach literacy. Reading 
Research and Instruction, 41(2), 103, 23 pgs. Retrieved February 3, 2006, from 
ProQuest Database. 
Mayor, S. (2005). Preservice teachers' developing perspectives on assessment and 
remediation of struggling readers. Reading Improvement, 42(3), 164, 15 pgs. 
Retrieved January 16, 2006, from ProQuest database. 
McClutchen, D., Harry, D., Cunningham, A., Cox, S., Sidrnan, S., & Covill, A. (2002). 
Reading teachers' knowledge of children's literature and English phonology. 
Annals of Dyslexia, 52, 207, 22 pgs. Retrieved September 29, 2007, from 
EBSCO Research Databases. 
McGuinn, P. (2005). The national schoolmarm: No Child Left Behind and the new 
educational federalism. Publius, 35(1), 41, 30 pgs. Retrieved January 26, 2006, 
from ProQuest Database. 
McMaster, K., Fuchs, D., Fuchs, L., & Compton, D. (2005). Responding to 
nonresponders: An experimental field trial of identification and intervention 
methods. Exceptional Children, 71(4), 445, 19 pgs. Retrieved January 13,2006, 
from ProQuest database. 
Mee Bell S., Ziegler, M., & McCallum, S. (2004). What adult educators know compared 
to what they say they know about providing research-based reading instruction. 
Journal of Adolescent & Adult Literacy, 47(7), 542-563, Retrieved January 16, 
2006, from ProQuest database. 
Menken, K. (2000). What are the critical issues in wide-scale assessment of English 
language learners? National Clearinghouse for Bilingual Education. Retrieved 
February 18,2009, kom ERIC Database. 
Moats, L. & Foorman, B. (2003). Measuring teacher's content knowledge of language 
and reading. Annals of Dyslexia, 53, 23. Retrieved August 13, 2006, from 
ProQuest Database. 
Morris, D. (2006). Using non-certified tutors to work with at-risk readers: An evidence- 
based model. Zke Elementary School Journal, 106(4), 351, Retrieved August 13, 
2006, flom ProQuest Database. 
Morrow, L., & Casey, H. (2004). A professional development project with early literacy 
teachers: Partners in change. The Reading Teacher, 57(7), 662, 8 pgs. Retrieved 
January 22,2006, fkom ProQuest Database. 
Mosenthal, J., Lipson, M., Torncello, S., Russ, B., & Mekkelsen, J. (2004). Contexts 
and practices of six schools successhl in obtaining reading achievement. The 
Elementary School Journal, 104(5), 343, 25 pgs. Retrieved January 29, 2006, 
from ProQuest Database. 
Paez, M. (2003). Girnme that school where everything's scripted! One teacher's 
journey toward effective literacy instruction. Pi Delta Kappan 84(10), 757. 
Retrieved August 13,2006, from ProQuest Database. 
Patrick, J., & Smart, R. (1998). An empirical evaluation of teacher effectiveness: The 
emergence of three critical factors. Assessment and Evaluation in Higher 
Education, 23(2), 165, 14 pgs. Retrieved January 26, 2006, from ProQuest 
Database. 
Pressley, M. (2002). Effective beginning reading instruction. Journal of Literacy 
Research, 34(2), p. 65. Retrieved February 5,2006, from ProQuest Database. 
Rhodes, V. (2005). The role of phonics instruction in reading motivation. Abstract 
retrieved February 5,2006 from ProQuest Digital Dissertations. 
Rigby, (n.d.). What is balanced literacy? Retrieved February 5, 2006 from 
http://www.harcourtcanada.comlrigbylbal-1it.htm 
Santman, D. (2002). Teaching to the test? Test preparation in the reading workshop. 
Language Arts, 79(3), 203, 9 pgs. Retrieved August 13, 2006, from ProQuest 
Database. 
Short, K. (1999). The search for "balance" in a literature-rich curriculum. Theory Into 
Practice, 38(3), 130, 8 pgs. Retrieved January 23, 2006, from ProQuest 
Database. 
Tompkins, G. (2003). What is a balanced approach to literacy instruction? Literacy for 
the 21sf century (3rd ed.). (pp. 1-64). Pearson Education: NJ. 
Trochim, W. (2006). Probability sampling. Retrieved September 1,2007, from the Web 
Center for Social Research Methods Web site: 
http://www.socialresearchmethods.net~kb/samvprob.uhp 
Underwood, T. (1997). On knowing what you know: Metacognition and the act of 
reading. The Clearing House, 71(2), pg. 77, Retrieved August 13, 2006, from 
ProQuest Database. 
Van Keer, H. (2004). Fostering reading comprehension in fifth grade by explicit 
instruction in reading strategies and peer tutoring. British Journal of Education 
Psychology, 74(1), 37, 34 pgs. Retrieved January 13, 2006, from ProQuest 
database. 
Watson, P., Abel, C., Lacina, J., Alexander, V., & Mayo, K. (2002). Stories in the 
shadows: High stakes testing and teacher preparation. Language Arts 79(3), 216, 
10 pgs. Retrieved January 26,2006, from ProQuest Database. 
Wixson, K., & Yochum, N. (2004). Research on literacy policy and professional 
development; National, state, district, and teacher contexts. The Elementary 
School Journal, 105(2), 219,24 pgs. Retrieved January 26,2006, from ProQuest 
Database. 
Wold, L. (2003). An examination of teachers' "learning to act on reflection". Reading 
Reseavch and Instruction, 42(3), pg. 52. Retrieved January 26, 2006, from 
ProQuest Database. 
Zigo, D., & Moore, M. (2002). Accountability and teacher education: Just like 
everyone elseteaching to the test? English Education, 34(2), 137, 19 pgs. 
Retrieved January 23,2006, from ProQuest Database. 
APPENDIX A 
Suwey 
Part 1: Demographic and Work Profiles 
Part 2: School and Student Characteristics and Reading Performance 
Part 3: Theoretical Orientation to Reading 
Part 4: Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing 
thremons: For each question please select one response. When tndlcated please fill In  the btank. 
1. Whet is ywr gender? 
F e m l ~  
2. Race (Select the prlma y race you consider yourself to be): 
or h h n  hmncan 
1 3. Ethnldty (Select om): 
I ~ W ~ K  or Latino 
O( H ~ a " l C  OI UUM) 
4. Select the highest degree attained (select one). 
MDAarr McBRs~ DDL(lm 
5. What kind of teacher education program tad to your elementary eartifieation 
(select om)? 
four-year 8.A or 1,s. a n t ~ l l l  $maram 
flvr-ycrr B.A ar B.S. mprsm ( w h m  nrtgM & I d a  hour t m n l  a m a w s  dqrcr) 
m ~ . b ~ ~ L ( d w ~ l e  cmffeati6n p.omrm (I.c., MU rbma 8 bathetiir'8 6?@ree ma t h e  pol n n K i d ) .  
rnsterr aqnt ce&cstlw pmram (I.=.. you qm avunca wnne enmmo n m o M 1 1  
-.*errutrr(* 'wsI-bw~L(dwlae mlllic(lllm prv#rm (8.e.. m e  0 t h ~  c ~ r l l t l ~ ~ l ~ o n  ro@t ~ ~ u ~ n p  vow Com tcttvn of 
a a.r. er 8.5. awrm wpide cdwtlon) 
am nm r r n ~ f ~ c d  to team M m a  M n m t a r l  IWCI, 
1 6. Do you hold a reading cartSflcation/eadorsement? 
wrtifieat6on/endorsement7 
8. What Is ywr age in years? 
Dhedwns. Por &I puutkm please If(cd one r c s p n E  Whrn cn;'Watrd rkm? MI In the blsnk. 
I. What h p u r  csmmt job tlrte {Pdect om)? 
(-J1)9d..-mh*c 
~spLW*(u01111- 
( - J r r l l . b" . l s~d~ .~ * INch . l l  
~ l p L W ~ -  
O- 
2. What grade level do you prlmarlly teach at preoeclt (select one)? 
0-d- 
0 hnr8l.h 
0-- 
Ow-  
0-- 
a*- 
Ow- 
3. H o w  many W1 years d Wachlng do you ham, lndufbg tMs year? 
4. Is yo@? grade kval belng testad wlth a state-mandated stmdardtred test 
(- -17 
0.- 
Om 
Direct~ons: For questions 1.6 please select one respun-. For questton 7 please flll in the reouired 
Informabon, 1 
1. Is mr school involved in High Stakes teatirrg? 
2. Is your schaol e Title 1 school7 
3. Is your sdrooi a Reading First shod? 
4, I s  your w h w l  a Schml In Need of Impmvemerrt {SINI)? 
&' 
5. Ia  ymur school meeting Adequate Yearfy Progress [AYP)? 
g 
6. For the most recent school grading, my sdhool la gwded at which of the 
hDllowing schaol grades... 
7. Your schwl is best described as 
budJan 
8. Please type in the name of the Stute in which yau currently teach 
- -- - - -- - 
1. Please provide the approximate racial percentages of the students in your 
dass. Please check to make sure it totals 100%. 
D% 10% 20% 3D.h W %  50% 60% 7  50% 9 0 s  L O W  
W h l h  
BIEk 
0 0 ' - ' 9 0 n 0 0 0 0 0  
nwlmn 17 
llman 3 E: n o C 7 0 0  
hIe5k a o  a c T a o n  
Aslm o o o o n a o a n o o  
NINvC tiara~irnoc md* [7 Q 0 q q C 
Pae!nc l W M n  q 
2. Please provide the approximate ethnic percentages of the students in your 
dass. Please check to make sure it totals 100%. 
3. Approximately whet percentage of wur class falkp into the fallowing 
erEucational categories [totals need not equal loo%)? 
1. I f  you teach at a grade level that is responsible for taking a state-mandated 
test, please answer the following: 
What is the percentage of students in ywr  class thet passed the most recent 
state-mandated reading tesn 
- -"- 
Utmrt.ons Pcad thr fullowlng eatcmcnts, and GCIFC~ one d the rcvty l5rs  that wll  Ind~ratc thc rclnt~orrhty* of thr: 
s i ~ t m c n t  to ymrr frci~ngs aborit mad~ng and rcadtng mstnmon. 
(saltrct ODE b s t  a w w  that mflects the stmgth at agrcmcnt or d~sagrsbmentl 
Nots, Fmm DeFwrd, D. €. (1985, Wng). Valldalng tha wnsb-uct of thoomflcal o r i e n t a b  In wading insbwstbn 
(TORP). Reading Research Quarterty, Z(Y3). 351-367 Cnpyrlght 1985 by the lntefnalnnal Readrnp Assoclatlon. Used 
1. A chlld needs to ba able la verbalhe the rubs dphonlcs In order to assurs 
prolWancy In pmcesslng n m  words. 
0-hpr-s 0.1 
3. Dividlng wards lnto s y l l a b l ~  aecordlnp to mlair ts a helpful lrmiructional practlce for 
madlng new wwds. 
0 m h p ~ a  0 1  
4. Fluency and expression are necessary components of reading that Indlcate good 
comprehanslon. 
OWDD?II*?~(CS 0 4  
5. MaQrlals for early reading shwM be wrlt tw in natural language without wncam 
For short, slrnpfe words and sentences. 
O m w n o l a r s  0 4  
6. When chlldrsn do not know a word, they should be instructed to swnd out Its 
7. Et Is a p o d  practice tc allow children to edk what Is wrflten lnto their own dlalect 
when leamlng to mad. 
0 5 w w , * g r e ~ s  0 4 
8. The use of a glossary or dlcZlonsry Is nacessary In detemlnlng the meantng and 
pmnunclation of new words. 
rJ5tmnp*r*ccs r J 4  
9. Rmfsasls (6 g., saylng "saw" for %asm) are sfgnHlcant problams In  the teaching 
D-...~hpms 0 4  
10. Et Is good practice to wrract a &lid as soon as an oral readlng mlatake is ma&. 
osrmoh.,w?s 0.1 

24. Word shapes (word configuration, b I g) should be taught In d E n g  to ald in 
word raeopnftlon. 
0 ~ ~ ~ s  0 ,  
25. It i s  important La teach skllb in relatlan to other skills. 
0 ~ m - l  0 4  
26. If s &ild says "hours" for the written worlf "home," tha response should be left 
uncomsetsd. 
Oml\?ms 0 4  
27. It tr not nacsrPsary ta lntmduce new words before they appasr in the wadlng 
OmYrees 0 4  
28. Same proMams In rsadlng am caussd by madam dmpplng the InneFtlonal 
nndlngs from words (q., jumps, jumped). 
(-Jmml\?nres 0 4  
Wairons Sekd 4 For stmnqC agree. 3 hr  agn?c, 2 Por dlsapre: of 1 For atmngtf d s a g n x  
Ab-L. Hada~G.Pl lsd l ,  K. Rangf4,a)hq J. (TC103).Pcrrdvcd - d m -  
pmprsna an W n p  ml kamkg: Irdlng.. horn a natbnrl survey of toacha.. the+tnn WIL 
MA )Lst*Jnal bard o 1- and Pubk Palm {eRlC Oocunsn Rcpmdudbn knr(l??r W. 
ED(Bt836) Uvcd nnth 
I. Teachers f e d  pfessure from thedkdct ouperl ttoraPesowe~onthe 
state-mandated tests. 
osw4m4  OAF..^ 0 . 9 - 2  OU-(I(,EIIF..~ 
1. Teachers feel prerrure from the buWding plnclpal to rake scorer on the state- 
mandated test. 
Osanhro-4 O.m.1 Ofn-1 Oun*has+r~ 
3. Teachere fee& prersure from parents to raise =scorer on the state-mendated 
test. 
Osbnrhr~m* 0-1 o m - 2  O~t~oh~*.rrrs 
4, AdmM5tratacr In my school belbve students' state-mandated test scotas 
reflect the quatky ot teachers' bnstrectbn. 
Os-wvror-4 om* om-* o-rk-.1-1 
6. tke mitemandated tedng pmp- lesd some erslnmysdrodto 
&tach In ways that contradkt thek own Ideas d good educatknal practlca. 
05ba*)14m4 0.m.~ 0 0 1 - a  os-‘lk~qr~ 
6.thaeIssomrtdt hlgh rrcores on the state-mendatad test 
teachers heam llttle anything not on the test. 
Osb~yh*(l-4 0 . - 1  O~I.-* o ~ r o . p b ( * 1 4 . ~  
7. Teachar ma ie  k hhjh tn my ached. 
Osw~a-4 0 * - . 3  0 m w r r  t OuarttG+ammt 
IS, Teac)rere k my xhool want to transfew art of grades where the state- 
mandated test Is admtnkted. 
O-#r4m4 0 1 - 3  o m - 1  oun*oh&.rrl 
9. My school has an at ere owrduchre to learning. 
Ot-wvrclm* oms 0m.ms-1 o~b~ykoc.~r~ 
students in my school. 
11. The majority of my students try their best on the state-mandated test. 
12. Student morak is high in my scbol. 
13. Teachers have high expectations for the performance of at1 students on the 
state-ma ndated test. 
14. Many students are extremely anxiws about taking the state-mandated 
15. Students are under inteitae pressure to perform welt em the state- 
mendeted test. 
17. Many students in my class feel, that, no matter how hard they try, they wltl 
still do poorly on the state-mmdated test. 
IS .  Media coverage of state-mandated test results accurately refleets the 
quality of education in my state, 
19. Scores on the state-mendetad test results accurately reflect the quality of 
education students have received. 
issues in my district. 
21. The state mandated test fs as accurate a measure of student act?ievemnt 
as a teacher's judgment. 
22. The state-mandated test mathrates previously unmotivated students to 
23. The state mandated test measures high standards af achievement 
24. The state-mandated M n g  program is just amther fad. 
25. Media coverage of state-madated M n p  issues has been unfair to 
26. Media coverage of state-mandated testing Fssuen adeqtmtety reflects the 
complex5ty of teaching. 
27. Teecfwrs in my school have Rund ways to  raise state-mndated test 
m e s  without really Impwing shrdent learning. 
2s. The state-mada'ted test is NOT an accurate measure of what students 
who am acquiring English as a second language know and can do. 
effectiveness. 
30, ow?mll, the benefits of the state-mandated testing program am worth the 
investment of time and money. 
31. The state-mandated t%st Is NOT an accurate measure of what minority 
students know atrd a n  do. 
3X Please indicate the mree to which your state-mendated testing program 
influences the amount of time yw spend on... 
Whele g m u p  I -  
rrlncsl th inan@ rb 
Indculdued ma! *a 
Students mtmg 
tqahcr ln mall 
~ D U P L  (cnnpaatn 
Concept dcvelopnent 
u d q  manleulanva or 
activities dkenged In your schaol in order to prepare students for the state- 
mandated testing pmgram? 
DcerwYad a mat *odarata(y Scsyec About iha Moderaleay lnmsred b Gmal 
~ c a c  1 wcmesd 2 same J 1ncry1a6+d 4 
I n s t ~ ~ ~ t ~ l n  m I R ~ S  not 
cwaretl by the  rhte. 
mblld6tee tR6t 
pranotlon, gtwluatl(m, 
t-er m d a )  
IhSIluClidn ul te-YM 
area, wltkO@l high 
slakes MtatheQ 
I n m o m  s the l 
StUd8M RH) NML I 
~ C E E S  and lunch) 
ncla mw t* 9., 
musaurn lour, howltll 
csso tnpls 4C.V.. CIPN.. 
mudement perk) 
Student cholcc nmc 
Enmnent  &mi 
llucrnbller ( a  g . 
prdrsrmhal choral 
9rDue ~ ~ l f ~ r i n b n ~ n ]  
AdnUnl5tratlue schml 
arscrnblns (e.0.. 
srsrdh. cnammi*s) 
CIa~5m0m rnrlchment 
S t a n k  oBt(Otm8nCe 
(c-g . dass plays) 
Pa-t mn* 

APPENDIX B 
Print Out of Online Authorization for Informed Consent 
1. PROJECT TITLE: Teacher, School, and Student Characteristics, Theweticat 
Orientations to  Reading, Attitudes Tuward H-gh Stakes Testing, and Reading 
Perfawnance in Grades K-5 
Project IRB NumYlw! Lynn Untvwdly 3601 M. MillPsry Bacra Rdon, 
Florida 33431 
I Wanm Memmar-Narrsk, am a dactclral d e n t  a# Lynn Unlvrrrrrlty. f am 
studying Global baadershlpr wlth a spsdsllzatiovr h Educatlbnal Lsrderdrlp. 
One mf my degree requirements is to canduct a research study. 
DHWCTZONS FDR THE PARTICIPANT: 
You are bdng askad to pparlldpata in my rassarch study. Pkase read this 
ureblly. 7has farm prw ldw you wfth Infomathm about the d y .  TRe 
Prlndpel hvrcstlgatar [Blanns Mammar-Novak) wllt ansrvar all dwr 
puaalona Ask quastlons sbaut anything you don't u n d h n d  before deciding 
whether oa not to parkipate. Yau are free to ask questions at  any time 
b e b r ~ ,  during, or after your patPIclpaNan In thb  study. Your partiupation is 
antirely voluntary and you urn rsfusa to  partlcipata wlthaut penalty or loss of 
bend& to tcridh you szs a t h d s a  entltlad. YOU acrUr&ge that you are at 
least 18 ofage, and thd yau do not haw d i c a i  pmbien+s w language 
sr editatknal bardem that prscfudas understanding of axplana2lona: mtaM 
In this autharicatkrn tor vdusrtary consent 
PUl;tWISE OF THIS RESEARCH STUD- The d y  is a b ~ ~ w ,  school, and 
student chamwtarlsth, twmclmr'rr thso I oldenratfens twrssd read4 ng, thQr 
attitudas ijoward hlgh 8Utke-s g, and studam readlng psrfonrasnca In 
grades K-5. There will ba approxhataly SO00 lpgaple lnvirad tb partlc#p.ta In 
this study. Participanh repmesent that they are a€ l e a s t  18 
chat t h y  do mt M v e  medical problms ar lay)- or ad ba r r im  rhsE 
precludes understanding bf explmatlonr containad in this autharlzat46n tor 
voluntary cansent They are K-5 elementary, public &ool teachers throughout 
the Unitdl States who are regular members of the Edemationaf Reading 
Assodation 
PROCEDURES: Your e-mall was obtainad through the fntematlonal Reading 
-ion. h invitation e-mail sent 4 ?ha blind carbon c q y  [BecJ feature 
51) that the names anrd e-mall addresses at  other ruckplants did not appear In 
the header. the stmay Is compl.&ed alectrankally and you can chows tm bagln 
by cliclrirrg the "Yas, 1 agree to prtlclpats tn thL 8tudy" butbm bedwv. I f  p u  du 
na2 meet the #Herfa for @m%ldpaU6nr ylbu wlll ba dlracted out ofthe survey. I f  
you mast the crltaria tor pantlclpatlsn, you will be p e m l t t d  Pb conSme with 
the survey by rlirking You wllt first complete a dsmagraphic survey. 
Then you win be askad to complwm surveys an schaol and student 
eharaetsrfstlcs, r d l n g  parformianoa, cat ofisntatlons ~ readlng, and 
artizudes towards high etaksa: testtng. +hesc? surwys show\$ take abwt  10-15 
minutad to complete. 
Tba rsmarcher wlll not oMab any ldentlelng lnformatlwr W link yvou to the 
sunmy data. The Web s-itq SurveyMonlaey, will notfrack mqmdemk' IP 
addrssarea or any psrsrrnal Fdmtlflcatlon Inlbrmation. A t  no t h e  w l  you ba 
askad ta g h  your name, sacla1 security number, ar vther IdenMars, whim 
cwM reweal who p u  are. 
POSSIBLE RESICS OR DISMmFnRT: Thi5 shdy invdwes minimal risk. You may 
flnd that cama of the quasths am ssnsftlra In naturs. In addition, 
psrtlclpaMMn In thk study requdras r rnlnfmml amount cvF y m r  Hme m d  Mrt. 
wssIBWE &ENEFlTSz Thara may be no dFrsct hMt to you an plrtlclpatlyl In 
thb remarch But knwvldge may be galnsd which mmy help a6mhllEh 
ralblof$#htps anrosrg meher, schotrl, and student cha+aclsrls!lcs, theoratlcel 
wlantartlons to rsadlna attttudes toward high stakas twaing, and reading 
perfsrrmance in grades K-5. 
ImWMUM CONS WRATI Thsra Fs no flnanclal co satlon far your 
participation in this research. There are ne msts ta yw as a rerukt of ywr 
partidpatian in this study 
a,I.grbopmct(at.InMfrdudy. 8 Idor#EqmbO~fWptmMi ' l t l 1~4 td~ .  
APPNDIX C 
E-Mail Invitation 
Dear K-6" Grade Teacher: 
I am a Ph.D. candidate at Lynn University, requesting your help to complete part of my 
degree requirements. My dissertation proposal is titled: TEACHER THEORETICAL 
ORIENTATIONS TO READING AND ATTITUDES TOWARD HIGH STAKES 
TESTING AND READING PERFORMANCE IN GRADES K-6. 
You will review an authorization for voluntary consent to participate in my study, and if 
you agree, you will be taken to an "online survey" 
The survey consists of demographic and work profiles, school and student characteristics, 
theoretical orientations toward reading, and attitudes towards high stakes testing 
questions. 
The survey will take about 15-20 minutes to complete. The target population of the study 
is elementary K-6 public school teachers, at least 21 years of age with at least one full 
year of teaching experience. Approximately 10,000 K-6 teachers with a listed e-mail are 
being asked to participate in this study. The Lynn University Institutional Review Board 
has approved this study. 
This is an anonymous survey and upon submission, neither your name nor e-mail address 
will be attached to your answers. 
As a K-6 public school teacher, your knowledge and opinions regarding this topic makes 
your input invaluable. I invite you to please take a few minutes to review the informed 
consent and complete the anonymous questionnaire. 
To begin, either click on the link below or copy and paste this link into the body of your 
browser: 
Thank you for your time and consideration. 
Sincerely, 
Dianne Mernmer-Novak, 
Ph.D. Candidate 
Lynn University 
3601 N. Military Trail 
Boca Raton, FL 3343 1 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Affordable Marketing Tools ] 
Sent: Wed 3/12/2008 4:22 PM 
To: Dianne Memmer-Novak 
Subject: Re: FW: e-mail list for dissertation study 
We visit the web pages of the schools. Nationwide we have access to 1.5 million emails 
(K-6). 
--- Dianne Mernmer-Novak s> wrote: 
Additionally, when you send the e-mail on my behalf, do you guarantee the following: 
I. The invitation will be sent using a Blind Carbon Copy (Bcc) feature. This keeps the 
mailing 
list unknown to any or it recipients. 
2. The invitation will be sent using plain text format to prevent the recipients' mail 
server 
from affecting any viruses or from being blocked. 
Is this in writing anywhere or on your website? 
Dianne Memmer-Novak 
We send an individual message to each recipient. Using the bcc feature often causes a 
message to end up in the bulk email folder. 
We can send a plain text message without any problem. 
AFFORDABLE MARKETING TOOLS 
APPENDIX D 
Permissions to Use Scales 
Theoretical Orientation to Reading Profile 
Teacher Survey on the Impact of State-Mandated Testing Programs 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Dianne Memmer-Novak [mailto ] 
Sent: Monday, December 11,2006 5:32 PM 
To: pubinfo; Customerservice 
Subject: Permission for TORP 
To Whom It may Concern: 
My name is Dianne Memmer-Novak. I am a doctoral candidate in a PhD program at 
Lynn University in Boca Raton, Florida. My major is Global Leadership, with a 
specialization in educational leadership. I am currently working on my dissertation, 
Teacher Philosophies Toward Reading, Instructional Practices in Reading, Attitudes 
Toward High Stakes Testing, and Reading Performance. I plan on doing an exploratory 
(comparative) and explanatory (correlational) online survey design. 
As part of my literature review, I was fortunate enough to read about the Deford 
Theoretical Orientation to Reading Profile. 
I am writing to request permission to obtain (and purchase if necessary) the following the 
materials: 
1. The Deford Theoretical Orientation to Reading Profile 
2. Available psychometric (validity and reliability) reports for the above scale, normed 
data, and special scoring instructions. 
I am also requesting permission to reproduce the previously mentioned scale and related 
materials in my dissertation. Furthermore, ProQuest Information and Learning may 
supply copies of the dissertation on demand and may make the dissertation accessible in 
electronic formats. 
If you do not control the copyright on all of the previously mentioned material, I would 
appreciate any contact information you can give me regarding the proper rights holder(s), 
including current contact information. Otherwise, your permission confirms that you hold 
the right to grant the permission requested here. 
Permission includes non-exclusive world rights to translate the scales to use the material 
and will not limit any future publications-including future editions and revisions-by you 
or others authorized by you. 
If permission is granted, I will include any statement of authorization for use that you 
request, or provide an APA note of permission to use the scale. The copyright holder will 
be given full credit. 
I would greatly appreciate your consent to my request. If you require any additional 
information, please do not hesitate to contact me. I can be reached at the 
 or  
My dissertation Chair is Dr. Joan Scialli, who may be reached at:  and 
. 
Sincerely, 
Dianne Memmer-Novak 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Beth Cady 
Sent: Tuesday, December 12,2006 9:15 AM 
To: Janet Parrack 
Subject: FW: Permission for TORP 
Dear Dianne: 
Your message was forwarded to me for response. The article in question, which may be 
used in your dissertation, will be creditedlcited as follows: 
DeFord, D. E. (1985, Spring). Validating the construct of theoretical orientation in 
reading instruction (TORP). Reading Research Quarterly, 20(3), 351-367. Copyright 
1985 by the International Reading Association. Used with permission. 
Sorry, IRA cannot send you a copy of the article, but perhaps you can find it in a 
university library. We hope to include it in the next few weeks in our "Selected Articles" 
for Reading Research Quarterly on the IRA website www.reading.org Please check there 
for availability. 
For any additional information regarding the article, you might contact the author at her 
last known address: 
Dr Diane E. DeFord 
University Of South Carolina 
820 Main Street 
Columbia, SC 29208-0001 
PH:  
Let me know if you have any questions. 
Dianne M. Memmer-Novak 
 
 
November 19,2006 
Dr. Joseph J. Pedulla 
Associate Professor of Education 
Boston College Lynch School of Educational Evaluation 
Campion Hall 336B 
140 Commonwealth Ave 
Chestnut Hill, MA 02467 
Dear Dr. Pedulla: 
My name is Dianne Mernmer-Novak. I am a doctoral candidate in a PhD 
program at L ~ M  University in Boca Raton, Florida. My major is Global Leadership, 
with a specialiition in educational leadership. I am currently working on my 
dissertation, Teacher Philosophies Toward Reading, Instructional Practices in 
Reading, Attitudes Toward High Stakes Testing, and Reading Performance. I plan on 
doing an exploratory (comparative) and explanatory (correlational) online survey 
design. 
As part of my literature review, I was fortunate enough to read, Perceived effects 
of state-mandated testing programs on teaching and learning: Findings from a 
national survey of teachers. 
I am writing to request permission to obtain (and purchase if necessary) the 
following the materials: 
& . , * Y , + , . a . . ~ ~  
1. Teacher Survey on the Impact of State-Mandated Testing Programs 
2. Available psychometric (validity &reliability) reports for the scale, normed / rnb* 'kf i  
data, and special scoring instructions. 
I am also requesting permission to reproduce the previously mentioned scale and 
related materials in my dissertation. Furthermore, ProQuest Information and Learning 
may supply copies of the dissertation on demand and may make the dissertation 
accessible in electronic formats. 
If you do not control the copyright on all of the previously mentioned material, I 
would appreciate any contact information you can give me regarding the proper rights 
Dianne M. Memmer-Novak 
 
holder(s), including current contact information Otherwise, your permission confirms 
that you hold the right to grant the permission requested here. 
Permission includes non-exclusive world rights to translate the scales to use the 
material and will not l i t  any future publications-including future editions and 
revisions-by you or others authorized by you. 
If permission is granted, I will include any statement of authorization for use that 
you request, or provide an M A  note of permission to use the scale. The copyright 
holder will be given full credit. 
I would greatly appreciate your consent to my request. If you require any 
additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me. I can be reached at the 
u or  My dissertation Chair is Dr. 
Joan Scialli, who may be reached at: j  and   
A duplicate copy of this request has been provided for your records. If you agree 
with the terms as described above, please sign the release form below and send one 
copy with the self-addressed, return envelope I have provided. 
Sincerely, 
Dianne M. Memmer-Novak 
Permission granted for the use of the material as described above: Yes [Eir~o 0 
Signature of Grantor: 
Name & Title: J o 5 € & ' 1 /  ( L O J L C A  &-j (oc. 1 &b EL 
Date: ' 1  d o ?  
On Feb 4,2008, at 9: 12 PM, Dianne Memmer-Novak wrote: 
Dr. Pedulla, 
In January 2007, you granted me permission to use your scale, Teacher Survey on the 
Impact of State-Mandated Testing Programs for my dissertation, which is now, Teacher, 
School, and Student Characteristics, Theoretical Orientations Toward Reading, Attitudes 
Toward High Stakes Testing, and Reading Performance in Grades K-6. 
I am requesting additional permission for adaptation or modification of the scale, as I will 
only be using four of the subscales: pressure on teachers, school climate, perceived value 
of the state test, and impact on content and mode of instruction (which I will consider two 
separate subscales). 
I look forward to your reply. 
Dianne Memmer-Novak, Ph.D.c. 
 
Lynn University 
Boca Raton, FL. 
Joseph J. Pedulla, Ph.D. 
Associate Professor 
Department of Educational Research, Measurement and Evaluation 
Lynch School of Education 
Campion Hall, Room 336B 
Chestnut Hill, MA 02467 
e-mail:  
Ph:  
Fax:  
That would be fine. Appropriate attribution would be appreciated. 
APPENDIX E 
Suwey Monkey Confirmation 
Confirmation IP tracking feature was turned off during data collection 
and 
Confirmation of professional subscription and data encryption 
. 
I Account Summary 
Save IP Address In Results? 
@ No, the respondent's IP address will nof be stored In the survey results. 
n 
Q Y e .  the respondent's IP address will be stored in the survey resutts. 
Appendix F 
Policies of Affordable Marketing Tools 
Dianne Memmer-Novak < > wrote: 
In order to use your company for my dissertation study I need the 
following information for International Review Board Approval: 
1) Are the e-mail that you use for your company public domain? 
2) Your assurance that the e-mail will not be sent more than a total 
of twice to any one e-mail address. 
Your prompt attention to these items i s  appreciated. 
Dianne Memmer-Novak 
Reply: 
1) Are the e-mail that you use for your company public domain? 
Yes. 
2) Your assurance that the e-mail will not be sent more than a total 
of twice to any one e-mail address. 
Yes. 
AFFORDABLE MARKETING TOOLS 
APPENDIX G 
IRB Approval 
Lynn ~&verrily 
Principal Invrstigalt~r. niuilrlr >lemmer-Nrwuk 
Prvjcet Titlu: Tmchcr, Schurll, and Sil~drnl I:humtmisiics, 'Ihwmiiml Orirntiiitm~ Torv;d 
Reodina, Altitlld!s T'O\VR~~ TliEl,t~ Stakrr Testin@, and Rmiing Perfnrnlance it, Cinade~ K-6. 
IRE I'rojecl Number: 2008-MI1 Requesl lor C q e d l M  Rmvlew of Jqxolicatatlon and R m a n h  
Prctoonl for a New ?mject 
UW :\&on by fhe F I R  Chair or An~rther blcmberor Memhemncvignrd the Chair: 
KxxpLlllited Review of Application and Researca I'mtocol itnd f<eeuurst for bpsdiud Review 
(FORM 3Y ;lpproveri X Approved: w~pmvhion(s) . 
m1IE.m 
Cnr~seal IZequined: 30 -- Y e s X N o t  Applicable Wr1t:zn Signed- 
Consent for1115 must bcar thc r r s d  protocol cxpuatio~ a ~ t c  of-4!1132009-. 
Appliwiinn k~ Ccwlinun'Rmew ix due 
I) Ftjr tm im,x@ited 1Rn Redew, one tnt>rith prior m the due dm for rens\val X . 
21 other 
Cc. Dr. Scinlli 
Hnsliruiivnt~l Rruiev. I3ua1.d Ibr :he Pmtrclitni of iiwnan Subjecs 
Lynn University 
2601 h. Militq 1 nil Bow 1t;ltrn. Florida 33.731 

